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REVISED  RULES, 

IN  CONFORMITY  WITH  THE  CODE,  FOR  THE  REGULATION  OF  THB 
PRACTICE  IN  CHANCERY  IN  THE  STATE  OF  ALABAMA,  ADOPTBD 
BY  THB  SUPREME  COURT  OF  SAID  STATE,  AT  JUNE  TERM,  1854. 


GENERAL  REGULATIONS. 

1.  The  Courts  of  Chancery  shall  be  deemed  always  open, 
for  the  purpose  of  filing  bills,  answers,  and  other  pleadings ; 
for  issuing  and  returning  original  (and)  mesne  process  and 
commissions  by  the  Register  ;  and  for  making,  by  and  before 
the  Chancellor,  all  interlocutory  motions,  orders,  decrees, 
and  other  proceedings  not  aflFecting  the  merits  of  causes,  but 
preparatory  to  their  hearing  upon  the  merits ;  and,  also,  for 
carrying  into  execution  the  decrees  and  orders  of  such 
Chancery  Courts  and  Chancellors.  This  Rule  includes  the 
hearing  of  appeals  from  the  Register ;  which  motions  and! 
appeals  can  be  heard,  in  vacation,  at  any  time  or  place' 
(within  the  State),  upon  ten  days' notice  of  the  time  and 
place  of  making  the  same,  and  the  decree  or  order  made  and 
forwarded  to  the  Register  from  that  or  any  other  ]f)lace. 

2.  Registers  in  Chancery,  during  the  vacation  of  their 
respective  courts,  may  make  and  direct  all  such  interlocutor^ 
orders,  decrees,  and  other  proceedings  liot  affecting  the 
merits,  nor  extending  to  the  decision  of  demurrers,  or  testing 
the  equity  of  the  bill,  the  granting  or  dissolving  of 
injunctions,  or  the  setting  aside  of  writs  of  ne  extat  or 
equitable  attachments,  or  to  any  other  order  which  is 
required  by  the  statute  to  be  made  by  the  Chancellor  in 
court,  but  preparatory  to  the  hearing  of  all  causes  lipon 
their  merits.  Such  orders  and  decrees  shall  have  the  same 
effect  as  if  made  by  the  Chancellor ;  subject,  however,  in  ^H 
cases,  to  the  control  of  the  latter,  by  appeal,  to  be  heard  abd 
decided  by  him  either  in  vacation  or  term  time.  When  an 
appeal  shall  be  taken  from  the  Register,  to  the  Chancellor 
or  Court,  he  shall  certify  the  appeal,  in  the  nature  Of  a 
report. 
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8.  The  Register  shall  keep  a  book,  in  which  shall  be 
entered  all  decrees  and  orders  taken  before  him.  The 
solicitor  of  the  party  applying  to  the  Register  for  any 
decree  or  order,  shall  draw  the  same  out  with  care,  describing 
the  cause,  the  date  of  the  application,  and  the  notice  given^ 
to  the  adverse  party.  K  such  decree  or  order  shall  be 
granted,  the  Register  shall  endorse  thereon  **  granted," 
and  date  and  sign  the  same,  and  cause  the  said  order, 
application  and  grant  to  be  transcribed  on  said  book  ;  which 
book  shall  be  one  of  the  records  of  his  o£Gice. 

4.  Decrees  and  orders  may  be  applied  for  before  the 
Register  every  Monday,  except  in  those  cases  in  which  notice 
to  the  adverse  g^arty  may  be  necessary ;  such  orders  and 
decrees  shall  only  be  applied  for  on  the  first  Monday  of 
every  month,  unless  special  showing  be  made,  when  the 
Register  may  make  them  at  an  earlier  day.  If  the  Register 
should  not  get  through  the  business  before  him  on  any  rule 
day,  he  may  continue  his  sittings,  from  day  to  day,  until  the 
business  is  disposed  of. 

5.  No  notice  shall  be  necessary  to  obtain  an  order  of 
publication  against  a  defendant,  a  decree  pro  confessoy  an 
order  appointing  a  guardian  ad  litem,  an  attachment  against 
the  body  or  effects,  a  writ  of  sequestration,  or  to  examine  as 
a  witness  a  party  defendant  subject  to  all  legal  exception  ; 
but  in  all  other  cases,  not  otherwise  directed  by  statute  or  in 
these  Rules,  decrees  and  orders  shall  only  be  made  by  the 
Register  upon  five  days'  notice  to  the  adverse  party,  which 
notice  must  be  in  writing,  and  must  set  forth  the  nature  of 
the  decree  or  order  applied  for,  a  copy  of  which  shall  be 
filed  with  the  Register. 

6.  In  all  cases  where  the  Register  is  interested,  or  related 
to  the  parties  within  the  fourth  degree  by  consanguinity  or 
affinity,  the  orders  in  the  cause,  and  the  hearing  and  decision 
of  exceptions,  shall  be  made  by,  and  heard  before  the 
Chancellor  in  the  first  instance.  The  Register,  however,  in 
such  cases,  shall  issue  all  process,  and  make  the  records,  and 
keep  the  files ;  if  an  account  is  required,  it  must  be  taken  by 
a  special  Register. 

7.  In  all  cases,  where  the  statutes  of  this  State,  the 
decisions  of  this  Court,  or  the  Rules  prescribed  by  it,  do  not 
apply,  the  Practice  in  Chancery  shall  be  regulated  by  the 
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Rules,  Orders  and  Practice  of  the  English  Court  of  Chancery 
(prior  to,  and  including,  those  of  May,  1845,  but  not  after- 
wards), so  far  as  the  same  may  reasonably  be  applied 
consistently  with  the  institutions  of  this  country,  not  as 
positive  Rules,  but  as  furnishing  proper  analogies  to  regulate 
the  Practice. 

BILLS. 

8.  The  stating  part  of  all  bills  must  be  divided  into 
paragraphs,  and  numbered  consecutively  1,  2,  8,  &c. 

9.  Bills  which  contain  blanks,  shall  be  considered  defective, 
and  may  be  ordered  to  be  taken  oflf  the  file. 

10.  The  complainant  shall  make  a  note  in  writing,  at  the 
bottom  of  the  bill,  as  to  the  particular  statements  or 
interrogatories,  by  number,  which  he  desires  each  defendant 
to  answer  ;  and  the  answer  need  not  go  beyond  such 
requisition,  except  for  such  defendant's  own  protection. 

11.  The  interrogatories  contained  in  the  interrogating  part 
of  such  bill,  shall  be  divided  from  each  other,  as  conveniently 
as  may  be,  and  numbered  consecutively  1,  2,  3,  &c. 

12.  The  note  at  the  foot  of  such  bill,  specifying  the 
statement  or  interrogatories  which  each  defendant  is  required 
to  answer,  shall  be  considered  and  treated  as  part  of  the 
bill ;  and  the  addition  of  any  such  note  to  such  bill,  or  any 
alteration  in,  or  addition  to  such  note  after  the  bill  is  filed, 
shall  be  treated  as  an  amendment  to  the  bill. 

13.  Instead  of  the  words  heretofore  in  use,  preceding  the 
interrogating  part  of  the  bill,  and  beginning  with  the  words 
**  To  the  end  therefore,''  such  interrogating  part  in  such  bills 
shall  be  to  the  effect  following :  ''  To  the  end,  therefore,  that 
the  said  defendants  may  show  why  your  orator  should  not 
have  the  relief  hereby  prayed,  and  may,  upon  their  respective 
oaths,  and  according  to  the  best  and  utmost  of  their  respective 
knowledge,  remembrance,  information,  and  belief,  full,  tm^^ 
direct,  and  perfect  answer  make  to  such  of  the  statements  or 
the  several  interrogatories  hereinafter  numbered  and  set 
forth,  as  by  the  note  hereunder  written  they  are  respectively 
required  to  answer  ;  that  is  to  say :  1.  Whether"  Ac.  "  2. 
Whether"  Ac. 

14.  All  bills  and  petitions  shall  be  signed  by  a  solicitor 
of  the  Court,  except  where  a  party  prosecutes  in  his  oim 
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proper  person,  and  then  it  shall  be  signed  by  such  complainani 
or  petitioner  ;  and  where  there  is  a  note  at  the  foot  of  thei 
bill,  as  directed  under  the  foregoing  Rules,  the  same  shall  be 
signed  in  like  manner. 

15.  All  bills  and  petitions  filed  by  married  women,  without 
their  husbands,  whether  relating  to  their  separate  estate  or 
not,  shall  be  exhibited  by  next  frieod. 

16.  In  all  injunction  and  other  bills  and  petitions  required 
to  be  sworn  to,  the  oath  or  aflSrmation  may  be  administered 
and  certified  by  any  of  the  ofiBcers  named  in  section  2896  of 
the  Code  of  Alabama.  A  bill  may  be  sworn  to  by  an  agent, 
or  attorney ;  but  the  affidavit  must  set  forth  a  sufficient 
reason  why  it  is  not  verified  by  the  complainant  himself. 

17.  The  copies  of  all  documents  appended  as  exhibits  to 
bills,  petitions  and  answers,  shall  be  deemed,  taken  and  held 
as  parts  of  such  bills,  petitions  and  answers  ;  and  the 
admission  of  such  exhibits  in  the  answer,  dispenses  with  proof 
thereof. 

18.  The  prayer  for  process  or  publication  to  answer  a  bill, 
shall  contain  the  names  of  all  the  defendants.  If  an 
injunction,  ne  exeaty  or  any  other  special  order,  is  asked  for 
in  the  prayer  for  relief,  that  shall  be  sufficient,  without 
repeating  the  same  in  the  prayer  for  process. 

PROCEEDINGS  TO  OBTAIN  ANSWER. 

19.  Married  women  may  be  made  defendants  by  service 
of  summons  to  answer  upon  their  husbands,  if  residents  and 
living  together,  if  living  apart  by  personal  service  on  each, 
or  by  order  of  publication  if  non-residents ;  and  the  copy  of 
the  order  of  publication  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  husband, 
in  all  cases,  except  where  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife 
is  the  object  of  the  bill,  and  then  the  summons  shall  be  served 
on  her,  or  the  copy  of  the  order  of  publication  be  transmitted 
to  her. 

20.  Summons  to  answer  bills  issuing  against  infants,  may 
be  served  upon  their  parents,  or  either  of  them,  if  in  life, 
or,  in  case  they  are  dead,  upon  the  general  guardian  of  such 
infent ;  provided  such  parent  or  guardian  has  not  an  interest 
adverse  to  such  infant.  When  there  is  no  parent  or  guardian, 
or  their  interest  is  adverse  to  the  infant,  if  the  infant  is  over 
fourteen  years  of  age,  then  the  service  shall  be  upon  such 
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infant  personally  ;  and  if  the  infant  is  under  the  age  of 
fourteen,  then  the  summons  must  be  seryed  upon  such  person 
as  may  have  the  maintenance  or  charge  of  such  infant, 
unless  opposed  in  interest.  And  should  there  be  any  cafee 
not  provided  for  by  statute,  or  by  this  or  some  other  Rule, 
and  proof  be  made  before  the  Chancellor,  he  may  direct  the 
mode  of  service,  or  appoint  a  guardian  ad  litem  for  such 
infant  without  service. 

21.  Domestic  corporations  may  be  served  with  process,  by 
executing  it  upon  the  president,  or  other  head  thereof, 
secretary,  cashier,  or  managing  agent  thereof*  If  aflBdavit 
is  made  that  the  officers  named  in  the  preceding  part  of  this 
Rule  are  unknown,  absent  from,  or  reside  out  of  the  State^ 
the  process  may  be  served  upon  any  white  person  in  the 
employ  of  such  corporation,  or  doing  business  for  it. — 
Process  may  be  served  on  foreign  corporations,  by  executing 
it  upon  any  agent  of  such  corporation,  or  white  person  in 
its  employ  in  this  State,  or  by  publication,  a  copy  of  which 
may  be  sent  to  any  of  the  officers  named  in  the  first  part  of 
this  Rule.  If  a  summons  to  answer  a  bill  is  personally 
served  on  the  agent  or  person  in  the  employ  of  such  foreign 
corporation,  such  agent  or  employee  may  be  required  to 
answer  on  oath,  as  in  case  of  other  defendants  to  bills,  and 
under  like  penalties* 

22.  Where  a  defendant  is  shown  by  the  affidavit  of  the 
complainant  or  his  agent,  appended  to  the  bill  or  otherwise, 
to  be,  in  the  belief  of  such  affiant,  either  a  non-resident,  or  that 
his  residence  is  unknown,  or,  if  a  resident,  that  he  has  been 
absent  from  the  State  more  than  six  months  Crom  the  filing 
of  the  bill,  or  that  he  conceals  himself  so  that  process  cannot 
be  served  upon  him ;  and  such  affidavit  further  states  the 
belief  of  the  affiant  as  to  the  age  of  the  defendant  being 
over  or  under  twenty-one  years,  or,  if  the  residence  and  age 
of  the  defendant  are  unknown  to  the  person  making  the 
affidavit,  states  that  the  same  are  unknown,  or,  if  the  bill 
sets  forth  the  facts  required  to  be  stated  in  said  affidavits, 
and  is  sworn  to,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Register  in 
vacation,  or  Chancellor  in  term  time,  to  make  an  order 
against  such  defendant,  requiring  him  to  answer  or  demur  to 
said  bill  before  a  day  to  be  therein  named,  not  less  than  fifty 
nor  more  than  seventy  days  from  the  making  thereof.    The 
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Register  shall  have  all  orders  of  publication  against 
defendants,  whether  made  by  the  Chancellor  or  himself, 
published,  with  as  little  delay  as  may  be,  in  such  newspaper 
as  may  be  designated  in  the  order,  once  a  week  for  four 
consecutive  weeks ;  a  copy  of  which  order  he  shall  post  up 
at  the  door  of  the  court-house  of  the  county,  or  other  place 
where  the  court  sits,  and  shall  send,  by  mail,  another  copy 
thereof  to  the  defendant,  where  his  residence  is  shown  by 
the  bill  or  afiSdavit,  as  aforesaid;  which  copies  shall  be  posted 
up,  and  sent  by  mail,  within  twenty  days  from  the  making  of 
said  order. 

23.  If  an  infant  of  fourteen  years  of  age,  fails  to  name  a 
guardian  ad  litem  within  thirty  days  after  the  summons,  or 
after  perfecting  publication,  the  Chancellor  or  Register  in 
vacation,  or  the  Chancellor  in  term  time,  shall  appoint  such 
guardian,  who  may  be  superseded  by  the  infant  appearing, 
either  before  the  Chancellor  or  Register  in  vacation,  or  the 
Chancellor  in  term  time,  and  making  choice  of  another,  or 
having  such  choice  certified  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  to  the 
Court,  Chancellor  or  Register,  and  on  the  guardian  ad  litem 
so  appointed,  if  necessary,  putting  in  an  answer  for  such  infant 
forthwith.  In  all  cases,  a  minor  of  fourteen  years  of  age 
may  have  his  or  her  choice  of  a  guardian  ad  litem  certified 
by  a  justice  of  the  peace.  No  one  shall  be  appointed 
guardian  ad  litem,  unless  he  consent  in  writing  to  act 
as  such. 

24.  If  a  resident  defendant  of  full  age,  as  to  ^hom  an  answer 
on  oath  is  not  waived,  fails  to  answer,  and  the  complainant  or 
his  solicitor  wishes  to  enforce  one,  he  may,  after  the  summons  to 
answer  has  been  served  for  more  than  thirty  days,  apply  in 
writing  to  the  Register  for  the  issue  of  an  attachment  against 
the  body  of  such  defendant ;  and  the  Register  shall  issue  the 
same  accordingly,  without  waiting  for  any  order  of  the 
Chancellor. 

25.  If  a  defendant,  against  whose  body  an  attachment  has 
been  issued  to  enforce  an  answer,  eludes  the  service  thereof, 
upon  affidavit  of  the  fact  by  the  sheriff  or  his  deputy,  and  by 
the  complainant  or  his  solicitor  of  the  necessity  for  an  answer 
to  the  bill,  the  Register  shall  issue  a  writ  of  sequestration 
against  the  estate  of  such  defendant,  directed  to  any  sheriff. 
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26.  An  aliasy  pluriesy  or  other  sttmmonS)  attachmoot,  or  other 
writ,  can  issue,  without  any  order  therefor. 

27.  If  the  complainant  shall  not,  before  the  second  term  after 
the  filing  of  his  bill,  have  taken  measures  to  bring  in  the 
defendant,  his  bill  may  be  dismissed. 

28.  If  the  complainant,  after  the  cause  is  set  down  to  be 
heard,  causes  the  bill  to  be  dismissed  on  his  application,  or  if 
the  cause  is  called  on  to  be  heard  in  court,  and  complainant 
makes  default,  and  by  reason  thereof  the  bill  is  dismissed,  then, 
and  in  such  case,  such  dismissal  is,  unless  the  Court  otherwise 
orders,  to  be  equivalent  to  a  dismissal  on  the  merits,  and  may 
be  pleaded  in  bar  to  another  suit  for  the  same  matter. 

29.  When  an  application  is  made  to  the  Chancellor,  in  term 
time  or  vacation,  for  a  decree  pro  confesso  against  a  defendant, 
as  to  whom  publication  has  been  made,  the  Register,  before  the 
decree  pro  confesso  shall  be  entered,  must  certify  that 
publication  has  been  made,  and  therein  state  when,  and  how, 
and  whether  the  notice  was  posted  up,  or  forwarded  by  mail  to 
the  defendant,  and  when ;  which  certificate  shall  be  prima  facie 
evidence  of  the  facts  therein  stated. 

DEFENCE. 

30.  When  a  demurrer  is  overruled,  the  defendant  shall 
forthwith  put  in  a  sufficient  answer,  unless  the  Chancellor  gives 
farther  time ;  and  on  failure  to  comply  with  the  order  to  answer, 
a  decree  pro  confesso  may  be  entered,  or  an  attachment  against 
the  body  taken,  to  be  followed,  if  need  be,  with  a  writ  of 
sequestration,  where  a  sworn  answer  is  required. 

31.  Where  a  defendant  resides  out  of  the  State,  and  an 
answer  on  oath  is  not  waived,  the  Register,  on  the  application 
of  the  solicitor  of  such  defendant,  shall  issue  a  commission, 
directed  to  one  person  or  more,  to  take  and  certify  his  answer. 
The  affidavit  to  the  answer  shall  be  attached  thereto,  and  be 
sworn  to  and  subscribed  by  the  defendant  before  such  commis- 
sioners or  one  of  them,  and  be  so  certified  by  him  or  them, 
and  that  such  defendant  is  known  to  such  commissioner.  Where 
an  affidavit  to  a  bill  or  petition,  of  a  party  residing  out  of  the 
State,  is  necessary,  it  may  be  taken  and  certified  in  like  manner. 
The  answer  of  a  foreign  corporation,  taken  according  to  law, 
may  be  certified  by  commissioners  appointed  in  like  manner- 

32.  Before  a  motion  can  be  entertained  to  dissolve  an  injunc- 
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tion  upon  the  denial  in  the  answer  of  the  equity  of  the  bill,  the 
answer  must  be  sworn  to,  whether  an  answer  on  oath  is  waived 
in  the  bill  or  not.  A  similar  course  must  be  taken  to  authorize 
a  motion  to  discharge  a  ne  exeat  on  the  answer. 

33.  A  defendant  who  has  excepted  to  a  bill  for  scandal  or 
impertinence,  shall  not  be  placed  in  contempt  for  want  of  an 
answer,  until  a  decision  on  the  exceptions. 

EXCEPTIONS  TO  BILLS  AND  ANSWERS. 

34.  An  answer  to  which  the  oath  of  the  defendant  is  Waived, 
cannot  be  excepted  to  for  insufficiency. 

35.  Whenever  exceptions  are  filed  to  a  bill  or  answer  in 
vacation,  the  Register  shall  forthwith  issue  and  cause  a  notice 
thereof  to  be  served  on  the  opposite  party  or  his  solicitor ; 
and  if  such  party  does  not  submit  to  the  allowance  of  such 
exceptions,  or  fails,  for  the  space  of  five  days  after  the  service 
of  such  notice,  to  apply  to  the  Register  to  fix  a  day  for  hearing 
said  exceptions,  the  Register  shall  proceed,  without  delay,  to 
notify  both  parties  of  the  time  when  said  exceptions  will  be 
heard  by  him,  of  which  five  days'  notice  must  be  given  to  the 
parties  ;  and  upon  such  notice  being  given,  he  shall,  at  the  time 
appointed,  proceed  to  decide  on  such  exceptions,  from  which 
decision  an  appeal  may  be  taken  to  the  Chancellor  as  in  other 
cases. 

36.  Should  the  Register  decide,  on  exceptions  to  an  answer 
for  insufficiency,  that  the  exceptions  be  allowed,  he  shall,  in  his 
order,  name  a  day  when  a  further  answer  must  be  filed ;  and  if 
the  defendant  fails  to  answer  by  that  day,  or  puts  in  an 
insufficient  answer,  the  Register  must  enter  a  decree  pro 
confessOy  or,  at  the  election  of  the  complainant,  issue  an  attach- 
ment, to  be  followed,  if  need  be,  by  a  writ  of  sequestration,  to 
coerce  a  sufficient  answer. 

37.  Should  the  Register  allow  an  exception  for  scandal  or 
impertinence,  he  shall  draw  black  lines  aiound  such  scandalous 
or  impertinent  matter,  and  write  across  the  face  thereof,  with 
red  ink,  "  expunged"  ;  provided  that,  in  all  cases  where  a 
party  appeals  to  the  Chancellor,  all  proceedings  to  obtain  a 
decree  pro  confesso^  or  to  coerce  an  answer,  or  to  expunge 
improper  matter,  shall  be  suspended,  until  the  decision  of  the 
Chancellor  is  announced. 

88.  When  exceptions  to  a  bill  or  answer  are  filed  so  near 
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to  a  term  of  the  Court  that  the  proper  notice  cannot  be  given, 
they  shall  be  heard,  at  as  early  a  day  as  practicable,  during 
the  term,  on  one  day's  notice;  and  if  the  decision  of  the 
Register  is  appealed  from  daring  term  (time),  no  notice  of  the 
hearing  upon  the  appeal  shall  be  required. 

AMENDMENTS. 

39.  Amendments  of  bills  and  answers  shall  be  made  on  a 
separate  piece  of  paper,  unless  the  amendment  be  of  a  brief 
character,  when  it  may  be  made  by  an  interlineation  or  erasure 
with  ink  of  a  different  color  from  the  body  of  the  bill  or  answer; 
and  the  amendment  shall  be  made  in  such  manner  that  it  may 
be  ascertained  in  what  it  consists. 

40.  Where  amendments  are  proposed  under  sections  2905 
and  2906  of  the  Code,  the  opposite  party  shall  be  served  with 
a  copy  of  the  proposed  amendments,  with  a  notice  of  the  time 
when  the  application  will  be  made.  When  the  application  is 
made  to  the  Register,  the  copy  of  the  amendments,  and  notice, 
must  be  served  five  days  before  the  application,  and  when  made 
in  term  time,  one  day  ;  but  when  made  to  the  Chancellor,  in 
vacation,  ten  days'  notice  must  be  given. 

41.  Amendments  allowed  to  bills,  shall  be  served  upon  the 
defendant,  or  his  solicitor,  within  sixty  days  after  the  order  of 
allowance,  or  the  same  shall  be  considered  as  waived,  nnksv 
there  be  an  affidavit  as  to  the  absence  of  the  defendant,  or  that 
he  eludes  service,  or  could  not  be  found.  The  amendment 
shall  be  accompanied  by  a  notice  to  the  defendant  of  the  allow- 
ance of  the  same,  and  that  he  is  required  to  answer  the  same, 
or  that  an  answer  is  not  required.  This  notice  shall  be  served 
with  the  amendment;  and  on  default  of  the  defendant,  the  same 
proceedings  may  be  taken  as  on  the  original  bill  for  want  of  jm 
answer. 

42.  In  all  cases  where  the  original  bill  has  been  answered,  no 
order  can  be  obtained  to  amend  the  bill  generally,  but  the 
amendments  must  be  prepared  and  proposed  as  above  directed. 

48.  New  facts  occurring  since  the  filing  of  a  bill,  may  be 
introduced  by  way  of  amendment,  without  a  supplemental 
biU. 

44.  An  amendment  to  a  bill,  or  the  filing  of  unamended  bill, 
shall  not  set  aside  a  decree  pro  confesso^  as  to  any  defendant 
to  the  original  or  any  other  bill;  nor  shall  a  decree  pro  canfesso^ 
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for  want  of  an  answer  to  an  amendment  or  an  amended  bill^ 
operate  as  a  decree  pro  confesso  on  the  original  or  any  other 
amended  bill  ahready  answered. 

TESTIMONY. 
45*  Testimony  cannot  be  taken  by  either  party,  until  the 
cause  is  at  issue,  by  sufficient  answer  or  decree  pro  confesso, 
as  to  all  the  defendants. 

46.  When  a  cause  is  at  issue,  as  laid  down  in  the  last  Rule, 
either  party,  desiring  to  take  testimony,  must  file  his  interrog- 
atories in  the  office  of  the  Register,  a  copy  of  which  must  be 
senred  upon  the  opposite  party,  as  directed  in  sections  2925 
and  2926  of  the  Code. 

47.  When  a  party  desires  to  be  present  at  the  examination 
of  a  witness  against  him,  he  shall  give  notice  to  the  adverse 
party,  by  filing  a  notice  with  his  cross  interrogatories  ;  where- 
upon it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Register,  to  prescribe  the  notice 
which  he  shall  receive  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  execution  of 
the  coBBUSsioni 

48*  A  party  against  whom  a  witness  has  been  examined^ 
may  re-examine  such  witness ;  provided  he  did  not  file  cross 
iaterrogjatories  upon  the  first  examination.  The  examination 
under  this  Rule  shall  operate  as  a  cross  examination  of  such 
witness.  Both  parties  shall  have  the  liberty  of  being  present  at 
tueh  re-cxamination ;  but  the  party  wishing  to  re-examine  such 
witness,  shall  give  such  notijce  to  the  opposite  party  of  the 
time  and  place  of  such  re-examination  as  the  Register  shall 
prescribe^ 

49.  Where  a  party  who  has  filed  cross  interrogatories,  after- 
wards learns  that  the  witness  has  a  knowledge  of  facts  which  he 
did  not  know  at  the  time  of  filing  his  cross  interrogatories  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Register,  on  affidavit  made  setting 
forth  such  facts,  to  <)rder  a  re-examination,  as  in  the  preceding 
Rule* 

50.  When  a  bill  is  filed,  and  before  the  same  is  at  issue, 
either  by  sufficient  answer  or  decree  pro  confesso^  as  to  all  the 
defendants^  upon  affidavit  made  that  any  of  the  witnesses  of 
the  complainant  are  over  sixty  years  of  age,  or  so  infirm  that 
affiant  fears  that  injury  will  result  from  delay  owing  to  such 
infirmity,  or  about  to  remove  permanently  from  the  State,  or  a 
nuf^e  witness  to  a  material  fact,  the  Chancellor  or  Roigister  in 
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TacatioD)  or  the  Chaneellor  in  term  time,  shall  make  an  order  to 
take  the  testimony  of  such  witness  or  witnesses  de  bene  esse  ; 
which  testimony  shall  be  taken  as  the  testimony  of  other 
witnesses  upon  interrogatories.  In  other  cases  of  emergency, 
to  be  judged  of  by  the  Conrt,  Chancellor,  or  Register,  the 
witnesses  may  likewise  be  examined  de  bene  esse*  After  the 
examination  of  a  witness  de  bene  esse,  the  party  shall  not  be 
required  to  make  further  examination,  but  may  use  the  testi- 
mony 80  taken  on  the  hearing ;  the  opposite  party,  howerer, 
shall  haye  the  right  to  retake  the  testimony  of  such  witnesses. 
A  defendant  who  has  answered  the  bill,  when  the  cause  is  not  at 
issue  as  to  other  defendants,  may,  in  like  manner,  and  for  like 
causes,  examine  any  of  his  witnesses  de  bene  esse. 

51*  The  complainant  in  a  bill  of  intei  pleader,  intending  to 
take  testimony,  must  give  notice  and  serve  interrogatories  upon 
the  parties  required  to  interplead ;  and  if  either  of  the  defend- 
ants desires  to  take  testimony,  he  must  serve  interrogatories  as 
well  upon  the  complainant  as  upon  the  adverse  defendant ;  but 
after  a  decree  of  interpleader,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  for 
either  defendant,  taking  testimony,  to  serve  the  complainant 
with  interrogatories  or  notice. 

52.  The  testimony  of  witnesses  may  be  impeached  by 
deposition,  taken  according  to  the  Code  and  the  foregoing  Rules, 
and  no  articles  of  impeachment  shall,  in  any  case,  be  filed. 

53.  A  notice  shall  accompany  interrogatories  to  take  the 
deposition  of  a  witness,  giving  the  names  of  the  commissioner 
or  commissioners.  If  the  opposite  party  has  any  objection  to 
such  commissioner  or  commissioners,  he  shall  file  his  objections 
within  the  time  prescribed  for  filing  exceptions  to  interrogatories ; 
and  the  same  shall  be  heard  by  the  Register  and  dedded, 
and  the  decision  reviewed,  as  in  case  of  interrogatories.  If  the 
Register  overrules  the  objection,  the  commission  shall  issue  to 
the  person  or  persons  proposed ;  if  he  allows  the  same,'  he 
shall  appoint  some  other  person  or  persons  free  from  objection 
to  execute  the  commission. 

54.  The  several  Chancellors  in  this  State  shall,  within  their 
respective  divisions,  have  power  to  appoint  one  or  more  exam- 
iners in  each  county  to  cake  and  certify  the  depositions  of 
witnesses,  who  shall  be  oiSlcers  of  the  Chancery  Court,  and 
sworn  faithfully  to  discharge  the  duties  of  their  office;  and  if, 
upon  filing  interrogatories,  no  commissioner  shall  be  named  by 
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the  complainant  or  his  solicitor,  nor  any  other  pefson  thaii  the 
examiner  suggested  bj  the  defend  ant  or  his  soHoitor,  tho  depo- 
sition shall  bo  taken  by  such  examiner,  without  any  commission 
from  the  Register;  but  either  party  may,  by  writing,  endorsed 
on  the  interrogatoreis  or  cross  interrogatories,  require  the 
examiner  to  give  him  notice  of  tho  time  and  place  of  taking  the 
testimony.  Such  examiners  shall  have  the  like  power  to  compel 
the  attendance  of  witnesses,  and  shall  be  entitled  to  the  same 
fees,  aa  are  allowed  to  commissionors  by  the  existing  laws. 

55.  Hereafter,  when  a  party  files  interrogatories  to  exam- 
ine a  witness  or  witnesses,  he  shall  give  the  name  or  names 
of  the  witnesses  and  the  place  or  places  of  their  residence, 
or  make  affidavit  that  the  same  is  unknown  ;  and  on  failure 
to  do  so,  no  commission  shall  issue,  nor  proceedings  be  had, 
on  said  interrogatories,  except  by  consent  of  the  opposite 
party  or  liis  solicitor. 

56.  A  defendant  against  whom  a  decree  pro  confesso  shall 
be  in  force,  shall  not  be  served  with  a  copy  of  the  interrog- 
atories, or  any  notice  of  the  taking  of  the  testimony ;  nor 
shall  it  be  necessary,  in  such  case,  that  the  interrogatories 
shall  be  filed  in  the  Register's  office  any  number  of  days 
before  a  commission  issue.  In  all  cases,  the  parties  can 
waive  the  ten  days'  service  of  interrogatories,  and  a  consent 
in  writing  to  the  issue  of  a  commission  shall  be  deemed  a 
waiver. 

57-  Depositions  shall  be  sealed  up,  with  the  commission, 
by  the  commissioner,  with  the  title  of  the  case  and  the 
names  of  the  witnesses  endorsed  on  the  envelope  ;  and  the 
package  shall  be  directed  to  the  Register  at  the  proper 
place.  Publication  of  the  testimony  must  be  passed  by  the 
Court,  or  before  the  Chancellor  or  Register,  or  it  may  be 
done  by  consent  of  parties,  in  writing,  entered  on  the  back 
of  the  deposition  or  depositions,  or  otherwise.  After  publi- 
cation passed,  no  testimony  shall  be  taken,  except  by  consent, 
or  by  special  application  to  the  Chancellor  and  allowance 
by  him. 

58.  When  testimony  is  published,  the  Register  shall  with- 
draw the  same  from  the  envelopes,  and  endorse  the  title  of 
the  cause,  with  the  names  of  tho  witnesses,  and  by  which 
party  examined,  npon  the  back  of  the  depositions,  and  that 
the  6ame  waa  published  by  order  of  the  Court,  Chancellor, 
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or  Register,  or  by  consent  of  parties,  and  then  file  the  same 
with  the  papers  of  the  cause. 

69.  No  order  shall  be  necessary  to  prove  exhibits  viva 
voct;  but  where  there  is  not  a  decree  pro  confesWf  or  the 
proof  of  exhibits,  or  notice  waived,  the  opposite  solicitor 
must  foe  served  with  one  day's  notice  before  the  hearing  that 
such  exhibits  will  be  proved  at  the  hearing.  Other  docu- 
mentary testimony  may  be  proved  on  like  notice.  The 
Court  can  put  off  the  hearing,  to  give  time  to  prove  or  rebut 
documentary  testimony. 

DOCKETS ;  CAPTION  OF  MINUTES  ;  AND 
SPECIAL  TERMS. 
60.  The  Register  of  each  Court  shall  prepare  a  docket  for 
each  term,  of  all  the  causes  not  finally  disposed  of  at  the 
previous  term,  and  of  the  suits  since  commenced  ;  in  which 
shall  be  entered  the  name  of  each  complainant  and  each 
defendant.  This  docket  must  be  laid  off  with  appropriate 
columns ;  one  with  the  names  of  the  solicitors  and  the 
number  of  the  cause  ;  one  with  the  names  of  the  parties ;  in 
another  must  be  entered  the  time  when  each  pleading  was 
filed,  and  opposite  to  the  names  of  the  respective  defendants 
the  state  of  the  cause  as  to  such  defendant ;  as  thus ; 
'*  Answer  filed"  ;  "  Answer  filed  by  guardian  ad  litem'' : 
"  Decree  pro  confesso  on  personal  service"  ;  **  Decree  pro 
eonfesso  on  publication,"  as  the  case  may  be  ;  and  where  the 
cause  is  not  at  issue  as  to  any  defendant,  a  vacant  space 
must  be  left  opposite  the  name  of  such  defendant.  In 
another  column  must  foe  entered,  in  regular  order  as  to  time, 
a  short  note  of  the  several  orders  and  decrees  made  in  tiie 
cause  by  the  Court,  Chancellor  or  Register  ;  placing  those 
made  by  the  Court  or  Chancellor  in  one  place,  and  those  by 
the  Register  in  another ;  with  the  note  of  the  orders  made 
by  the  Register,  shall  be  noted  the  date  of  the  issue  and 
return  of  all  summons,  and  other  process,  orders  and  rules. 
This  docket  will  contain  one  other  distinct  column,  left 
blank,  for  the  entries  of  the  Chancellor  during  the  term. — 
The  Register  will  file  in  the  papers  of  each  cause  on  the 
docket  an  exact  copy  of  the  docket  of  said  cause  and  the 
entries  thereon,  for  the  use  of  the  Chancellor  ;  which  paper 
is  part  of  the  record.    The  causes  mH  be  placed  on  the 
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docdiet  in  the  order  in  which  the  original  bills  are  filed ;  and 
the  number  placed  on  the  bill  when  filed  mnst  not  be 
changed,  and  all  the  papers  of  the  eanse  must  be  so  num- 
bered. 

61.  The  caption  of  the  minutes  of  a  regular  term  of  the 
Oourt  of  Chancery  must  be  in  the  following  form,  to-wit : 
*'  At  a  Court  of  Chancery  held  for  the District,  com- 
posed of  the  County  of in  the  State  of  Alabama,  at 

the  cour^house  thereof  in  the  town  of ,  on  the 

Monday  of ,  being  the day  of  said  month,  in  the 

year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  ; 

present  the  Honorable  ,  Chancellor  of  the 

Chancery  Division  of  said  State,''  as  the  case  may  be ; 
where  the  Court  is  held  at  a  difierent  place  than  the  county 
site,  or  there  are  more  counties  in  the  district  than  one,  the 
proper  changes  will  be  made. 

62.  When  a  special  or  extra  term  of  a  Court  of  Chancery 
is  ordered  by  a  Chancellor,  be  will  transmit  the  order  there- 
for to  the  Register,  who  must  enter  the  same  on  the  minute 
book  of  the  Court  immediately  after  the  minutes  of  the 
previous  term,  file  the  order  in  his  office,  and  have  the  same 
published  as  directed  by  the  Chancellor,  and  certify  to  such 
Chancellor  who  is  to  hold  said  extra  term  that  publication 
has  been  made  in  pursuance  of  said  order.  When  a  special 
or  extra  term  is  held,  the  caption  of  the  minutes  of  the  Court 
shall  be  so  varied,  as  to  show  the  time  when  the  order  there- 
for was  made,  and  the  length  of  time  it  was  published  as 
certified  as  above. 

HEARING. 

63.  When  a  cause  is  called  for  hearing,  if  the  complainant 
does  not  appear,  it  shall  be  dismissed  ;  if  he  appears,  and 
the  defendant  does  not,  it  shall  be  heard,  and  decree  rendered 
according  to  the  claim  and  proof.  Either  party,  on  timely 
application,  may  set  aside  his  default,  on  such  terms  as  the 
Court  may  impose. 

64.  Applications  for  continuance  for  want  of  testimony, 
must  be  in  writing,  and  conform  to  the  rule  in  regard  to  the 
continuances  of  trials  in  the  courts  of  law. 

65.  No  application  for  a  continuance  for  want  of  testi- 
mony must  be  considered,  unless  the  equity  of  the  bill  is 
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admitted,  until  the  question  of  equity  is  disposed  of,  by  way 
of  motion  to  dismiss  for  want  of  equity,  or^  if  there  is  a 
demurrer  to  the  biU,  by  decision  on  the  demurrer. 

66.  All  d^nurrers,  whether  contained  in  the  answer  or 
]U>t,  are  to  be  disposed  of  on  the  calling  of  the  cause,  with-  . 
out  waiting  for  the  cause  to  be  ready  on  the  proof ;  but 
when  the  cause  is  ready  for  hearing  on  the  pleadings  and 
proo&,  it  must  be  heard,  without  waiting  for  a  separate 
decision  on  a  demurrer  contained  in  the  answer.  This  Rule 
must  also  apply  where  a  plea  is  interposed,  the  truth  of 
which  is  admitted. 

.  67.  All  exceptions  to  bills,  answers,  reports,  or  testimony, 
whether  coming  before  the  Court  in  the  first  place  for  con- 
sideration,  or  by  way  of  appeal  or  review,  must  be  heard  in 
connection  with  the  equity  of  the  bill,  unless  that  question 
has  been  previously  decided  or  admitted  ;  also,  if  there  is  a 
demurrer  undisposed  of  in  the  case,  it  must  be  considered  by 
the  Court  at  the  same  tkne  with  the  exceptions. 

68.  A  defendant  may,  at  the  calling  of  the  cause,  when  he 
has  not  demurred  for  want  of  equity,  move  to  dismiss  a  bill 
on  that  ground,  unless  a  similar  motion  has  been  previously 
made,  or  the  cause  is  ready  for  hearing  on  bill  and  answer 
or  pleading  and  proofs. 

69.  The  causes  shall  be  heard  in  the  order  in  which  they 
are  placed  on  the  docket. 

70.  Before  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  the  counsel  on  both 
ttdes  must  prepare  a  brief  for  the  Court,  of  the  points  and 
authorities  relied  on.  When  any  fact  is  referred  to  on  the 
brief,  it  wfll  be  stated  what  witness  proves  the  same.  If 
either  of  the  counsel  fails  to  furnish  such  brief,  the  Court 
can  decline  to  hear  any  argument  on  that  side  of  the 
cause. 

71.  On  the  hearing  of  a  cause,  the  Court  can  dispense 
with  the  reading  of  the  pleadings  and  proofs ;  and  in  that 
case,  the  complainant's  counsel  must  state  the  case  made  by 
the  bill,  and  the  defendant's  counsel  the  defence  made  by  the 
answer*  The  complainant's  counsel  must  then  offer  his  testi- 
mony in  chief,  naming  the  witnesses  and  other  testimony,  of 
which  the  Register  must  take  a  note  ;  and  then  that  of  the 
defendant  must  be  offered,  and  noted  by  the  Register ;  to 
which  the  complainant,  in  like  manner  ,^  must  offer  his  relmt- 
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ting  testimony.  Any  testimony  not  offered  in  this  way,  and 
noted  by  the  Register  on  the  minutes,  must  not  be  considered 
as  any  part  of  the  record,  nor  be  considered  by  the  Chan- 
cellor. Counsel  on  either  side,  in  the  course  of  their  argu- 
ments, can  read  any  portion  of  the  pleadings  or  proofs.  A 
hearing  on  bill  and  answer,  motion,  demurrer,  exceptions, 
or  appeal,  shall  conform,  as  far  as  applicable,  to  this  Rule. 

72.  The  Register  shall  enter  on  the  minutes  of  the  Court 
a  memorandum  of  the  testimony  offered  by  each  party  on  the 
hearing  of  a  cause,  a  copy  of  which  shall  bo  filed  with  the 
papers  for  the  use  of  the  Chancellor. 

73.  At  the  call  for  motions  each  morning,  as  hereafter 
directed,  any  cause  can  be  submitted  for  decree  without 
argument,  unless  objection  is  made  ;  and  when  a  cause  is 
submitted  for  decree  without  argument,  the  testimony  must 
be  offered  and  noted  as  directed  in  the  two  foregoing  Rules. 

74.  Before  a  decree  shall  be  made  on  a  bill  purporting  to 
be  filed  on  behalf  of  an  infant,  an  affidavit  must  be  made  by 
some  disinterested  person  as  to  the  fact  of  infancy. 

DECREES  AND  ORDERS. 

75-  When  a  cause  is  submitted  during  term  time  for  a 
decree  or  order,  such  decree  shall  be  valid,  if  rendered  during 
any  vacation.  When  any  decree  or  order  is  made  by  a  Chan- 
cellor in  vacation,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Register,  as 
soon  as  the  same  is  filed  in  his  office,  to  enter  the  same  at 
length  on  the  minute  book  of  the  Court,  immediately  after 
the  minutes  of  the  previous  term,  and  the  same  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  enrolled  from  and  after  such  entry,  which  shall  be 
dated ;  but  if  said  decree  be  other  than  for  the  payment  of 
money,  no  process  for  its  execution  shall  issue  thereon  until 
the  next  ensuing  term  of  the  Court,  unless  the  complainant, 
or  his  solicitor,  shall  have  given  to  the  defendant,  or  his 
solicitor,  ten  days'  notice  in  writing  of  his  or  their  intention 
to  have  execution  of  the  decree,  which  notice  shall  be  served 
by  the  sheriff,  and  filed  with  the  Register  as  a  paper  in  said 
cause.  When  the  decree  is  rendered  in  vacation,  cither  party 
may  apply  for  a  rehearing  by  the  second  day  of  the  next 
ensuing  term  of  said  Court. 

76.  All  decrees  and  orders  made  by  the  Court  in  term 
time,  with  the  exception  of  their  captions,  shall  be  entered  at 
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length  on  the  minutes  of  the  Court ;  the  Chancellor's  reasons, 
however,  Tor  such  decree  or  order,  shall  not  be  entered.  If 
an  appeal  should  be  taken,  the  Register  shall  not  include  in 
the  transcript  both  the  original  order  or  decree  on  file  and 
the  entry  on  the  minutes,  nor  shall  they  both  be  included  in 
4ht  final  record. 

77.  A  party  desiring  a  rehearing  of  a  decree  must  apply 
to  the  Chancellor  at  chambers,  by  petition,  during  the  term 
in  which  the  decree  is  rendered.  The  petition  need  not  state 
any  of  the  proceedings  anterior  to  the  decree  sought  to  be 
reheard,  but  must  state  the  special  matter  or  cause  on  which 
the  rehearing  is  applied  for,  and  the  principal  points  in  which 
the  decree  is  alleged  to  be  erroneous ;  and  the  facts,  if  they 
do  not  appear  from  the  records  of  the  Court,  must  be  verified 
by  the  affidavit  of  the  party  or  some  other  person.  The  peti- 
'tion  must  be  confined  to  the  case  made  by  the  record.  On 
this  petition,  the  Chancellor  must  determine,  without  argu- 
ment, whether  the  cause  ought  to  be  reheard,  and,  if  he 
concludes  to  grant  a  rehearing,  order  accordingly;  but  if  he 
declines  to  do  so,  no  order  must  be  made  on  said  petition. 

78.  An  order  of  reference,  or  to  take  and  state  an  account, 
or  make  inquiry  by  the  Register,  or  any  other  order  preparatory 
of  a  cause,  whether  made  by  the  Chancellor  or  Register  in 
vacation,  or  by  the  Court,  may,  at  any  subsequent  time  before 
final  decree,  be  opened,  varied,  or  discharged  on  motion  of  either 
party,  or  the  Court  may,  without  motion,  revoke  any  order 
previously  made. 

79.  A  final  decree  shall  not  be  called  in  question,  before  the 
Court  rendering  it,  after  the  adjournment  of  the  term  when 
rendered,  except  by  bill  of  review,  and  shall  never  be  impeached 
by  original  bill,  unless  on  the  ground  of  fraud. 

APPEALS  FROM  THE  DECISIONS  OF  THE 
CHANCELLOR. 

80.  When  an  appeal  is  taken  from  a  decision  of  the  Chan- 
cellor on  any  matter  decided  by  him,  the  transcript  sent  to  the 
Supreme  Court  must  contain  as  well  a  copy  of  the  opinion  filed 
by  the  Chancellor,  if  any,  as  of  the  decree  or  order  appealed 
from. 

81.  Any  complainant  or  defendant,  in  a  cau^e  in  whieh  a 
decree  or  order  final  may  have  been  render^^  qiay  (appeal  to  the 
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Supreme  Court  in  the  name  of  himself  and  all  the  other  com- 
plainants.or  defendants  to  the  decree. 

82.  The  Chancellor  shall,  upon  making  any  final  or  interloc- 
utory decree  which  has  the  effect  of  dissolving  an  injunction,  or 
discharging  a  ne  exeat  or  attachment  in  chancery  authorizing 
the  seizure  of  property,  prescribe  the  penalty  and  condition  of 
the  bond  to  be  given  by  the  appellant,  should  he  thereafter 
appeal  from  such  decree ;  and  the  appeal,  in  such  cases,  when 
taken  before  the  Register,  and  the  bond  executed  as  prescribed 
by  the  Chancellor,  and  approved  by  the  Register,  shall  operate 
to  restore  the  injunction,  ne  exeaty  or  writ  of  seizure  in  the 
nature  of  an  attachment,  until  the  same  shall  be  reviewed  in 
the  Supreme  Court- 

PROCEEDINGS  BEFORE  THE  REGISTER  AS 

MASTER. 

88.  The  sessions  of  the  Register  as  Master  in  Chancery  shall 

be  held  at  his  office,  unless  the  Chancellor  or  Court  otherwise 

directs,  or  he  himself  appoints  a  different  place  by  ccmsent  of 

parties. 

84.  All  accounts  taken  by  the  Register  shall  be  in  the  form 
of  debtor  and  creditor,  and  the  vouchers  must  be  so  numbered 
as  to  correspond  with  the  numbers  on  the  account.  A  refer- 
ence, however,  to  ascertain  the  amount  due  from  one  party  to 
another,  where  a  statement  of  an  account  is  not  necessary,  need 
not  be  in  this  form. 

85.  The  Register  shall  not  be  required  to  give  notice  of  the 
taking  of  an  account  to  any  defendant  who  has  failed  to  answer 
the  bill.  Where  a  reference  is  executed  during  term  time,  one 
day's  notice  must  be  given  to  the  parties  entitled,  unless 
waived,  and,  when  executed  in  vacation,  at  least  five 
days. 

86.  No  notice  to  the  parties  to  bring  in  objections  to  the 
draft  of  a  report  shall  be  necessary,  nor  can  any  exceptions  be 
taken  before  the  Register  to  such  draft ;  nor  shall  any  excep- 
tions to  a  report  be  referred  to  the  Register,  but  the  same  shall 
be  heard  and  decided  in  the  first  instance  by  the  Chancellor  or 
Court. 

87.  Reports  of  the  Register,  read  in  open  court  on  one  day, 
may  be  confirmed  the  next,  unless  excepted  to ;  and  when  that 
is  ^e  case,  exceptions  can  be  heard  and  determined  without 
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farther  postponement.  The  Chancellor  may  extend  the  time 
for  excepting  to  reports,  and  for  hearing  exceptions,  to  such 
day  or  days  as  he  may  deem  proper ;  but  a  defendant  against 
whom  a  decree  pro  confesso  has  been  entered,  and  who  has  not 
appeared  before  the  Register  on  the  reference,  shall  not  be 
allowed  to  except  to  the  report,  but,  as  to  such  defendant,  the 
report  shall  be  confirmed  when  read.  Any  defendant  who 
failed  to  appear  before  the  Register  on  the  reference,  or  is  oth- 
erwise in  contempt,  or  who  has  not  submitted  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court,  shall  not  be  allowed  to  except  to  the  report 
of  the  Register,  but,  as  to  such  defendant,  the  same  shall  be 
confirmed  when  read.  A  defendant  against  whom  a  decree 
pro  confesso  is  in  force,  and  who  appeared  before  the  Register 
on  a  reference,  may  except  to  the  report ;  and  any  defendant  in 
contempt  for  want  of  an  answer,  may  except  to  the  report  of 
the  Register  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  an  answer  proposed  to  be 
filed  by  him. 

PETITIONS  AND  MOTIONS. 

88.  Each  morning  of  the  term,  after  the  first  day,  before 
the  regular  calls  of  the  docket  shall  be  commenced,  motions 
shall  be  called  for ;  when  any  motion  or  petition,  not  affecting 
the  merits  of  a  cause  in  court,  but  preparatory  of  the  same  for 
hearing,  or  in  regard  to  other  matters  necessary  to  be  brought 
before  the  Court,  can  be  submitted ;  and  at  the  calling  of  a 
cause  any  incidental  motion  can  be  submitted. 

89.  Motions  to  dissol?e  injunctions,  when  made  in  term  time, 
must  be  submitted  at  the  regular  call  of  the  docket ;  but  if  the 
cause  is  then  ready  for  hearing  on  the  merits,  the  Court  most 
proceed  with  the  hearing,  without  taking  up  the  motion  sepa- 
rately. When  there  is  a  demurrer  for  want  of  equity  or  other 
cause,  and  the  motion  to  dissoWe  the  injunction  is  made  in 
term  time,  the  demurrer  must  be  heard  in  connection  with  the 
motion ;  but  if  there  is  no  demurrer,  or  motion  to  dismiss, 
for  want  of  equity,  the  equity  of  the  bill  must  nevertheless  be 
considered  by  the  Court,  and,  if  it  wants  equity,  it  must  be  dis- 
missed ;  but  no  motion  shall  be  made  to  dissolve  an  injunction 
on  the  denials  of  the  answer,  unless  the  answer  has  been  filed  at 
least  twenty-four  hours.  When  a  motion  is  made  to  dissolve 
an  injunction,  and  exceptions  to  the  answer  have  been  filed  and 
remain  undecided,  they  shall  be  decided  by  the  Chancellor  in 
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connection  with  the  mation,  without  being  in  the  first  instance 
passed  on  by  the  Register. 

90-  All  special  motions  and  petitions,  which  are  not,  by  the 
Practice  of  the  Court,  considered  ex  parte,  must  be  made  and 
heard  upon  one  day's  notice  in  writing,  unless  notice  is  waived* 

INJUNCTIONS. 

91.  Where  exceptions  have  been  filed  to  an  answer  for  insuf- 
ficiency, and  decided  by  the  Chancellor  to  be  not  well  taken,  it 
shall  be  in  bis  discretion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  without 
motion  or  further  argument. 

92.  Where  a  cGmplainant  in  an  injunction  bill,  takes  no 
steps  to  bring  in  a  defendant,  before  the  second  term  after  an 
injunction  has  been  obtained,  the  same  shall  bo  dissolved  of 
course. 

98.  All  applications  to  reinstate  injunctions,  must  be  made, 
in  the  first  instance,  to  the  Chancellor  who  pronounced  the  order 
of  dissolution,  and,  when  made  in  vacation,  must  be  on  petition, 
setting  forth  the  grounds  of  the  application  ;  the  facts  of  which 
petition  must  be  verified  by  affidavit.  A  copy  of  this  petition 
must  be  served,  with  a  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  the 
application,  on  the  defendant  or  his  solictor,  at  least  ten  days 
before  the  hearing  of  such  application,  unless  the  Chancellor, 
for  sufficient  reasons  set  forth  in  the  petition,  dispenses  with 
notice  to  the  opposite  party,  and  then  it  can  be  htard  ex  parte 
on  presentation.  If  the  application  is  refused,  the  complainant 
can  appeal  to  a  Judge  of  the  Supreme  Court,  if  that  Court  is 
not  in  session  ;  but  should  it  be  in  session,  the  appeal  must  be 
to  that  Court,  and  not  to  a  Judge  thereof. 

ABATEMENT ;  REVIVOR ;  AND  SUPPLEMENTAL 

BILLS. 

94.  No  suit  instituted  by  an  unmarried  woman,  or  in  which 
she  shall  be  complainant,  shall  abate  by  her  intermarriage ; 
but  her  husband  may  make  himself  a  party  on  motion  of 
course,  at  or  before  the  second  term  after  such  intermar^ 
riage. 

95.  Upon  a  suit  being  abated  by  death,  marriage,  or  other- 
wise, it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  file  a  bill  of  revivor  ;  but  the 
proper  parties  may  be  called  in  by  an  order,  a  copy  of  which 
shall  be  served,  which  order  shall  have  the  same  force  and  efiect 
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that  a  bill  of  revivor  would  have  if  filed.  This  order  ifhall  bo 
obtained  on  verbal  suggestion  to  the  Register,  Chancellor,  or 
Court,  without  notice,  and  the  suit  stand  revived  after  the  time 
allowed  to  come  in,  as  in  case  of  the  service  of  a  summons  on  a 
bill  of  revivor. 

1 6.  In  filing  supplemental  bills,  bills  of  revivor,  or  bills  of 
revivor  and  supplement,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  recite  any 
part  of  the  original  bill,  nor  any  part  of  the  su^bsequent 
proceedings  ;  but  in  supplemental  bills,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to 
refer  to  the  original  bill,  and  state  the  new  matter  ;  and  in  bills 
of  revivor,  the  cause  requiring  the  revivor,  with  the  appropriate 
prayer. 

97.  Summons  on  supplemental  bills,  bills  of  revivor,  and 
bills  of  revivor  and  supplement,  shall  be  returnable  to  a  day 
certain,  not  less  than  thirty  days  from  the  time  of  its  issue ; 
and  on  its  being  executed  thirty  days,  the  Chancellor  or 
Register  in  vacation,  or  the  Chancellor  in  term  time,  may,  if 
the  supplemental  matter  be  not  answered,  order  the  same  to  be 
taken  pro  confessoj  subject  to  be  set  aside  on  filing  a  sufficient 
answer,  or,  if  it  be  a  bill  of  revivor,  order  the  suit  to  stand 
revived,  or,  if  the  bill  calls  for  an  answer  to  the  original  bill, 
decree  that  the  same  be  taken  pro  confessoj  or  direct  proceed- 
ings to  enforce  an  answer,  by  attachment  or  sequestration  as 
directed  in  the  foregoing  Rales,  either  as  to  the  original  or 
supplemental  matter.  No  summons,  however,  to  revive,  or  to 
answer  the  original  or  supplemental  matter,  under  this  Rule, 
shall  be  returnable  to  a  day  beyond  the  first  day  of  the  next 
term ;  but,  if  thirty  days  do  not  intervene  between  the  filing  of 
the  bill  and  the  next  term,  the  summons  shall  issue  returnable 
to  that  term  ;  and,  if  executed  five  days  before  its  commence- 
ment, the  decree  pro  confessoy  or  order  to  revive,  or  to  enforce 
an  answer,  shall  be  then  made,  unless  good  cause  be  shown  to 
the  contrary. 

98.  Orders  of  publication  against  defendants  who  cannot 
be  served,  shall  be  made  on  supplemental  bills,  bills  of 
revivor,  or  bills  of  revivor  and  supplement,  as  upon  original 
bills  ;  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  required  to 
answer  or  show  cause,  the  supplemental  matter  may  be  taken 
proconfessoy  or  the  suit  revived,  as  to  such  defendant.  Where 
the  original  bill  has  not  been  answered,  service  can  be 
perfected  under  au  order  <tf  publication  ou  tbe  sopplemental 
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bill  or  bill  of  reviyor,  and  an  answer  required,  followed  by 
a  decree  pro  confesso. 

99.  An  order  to  revive,  when  not  resisted,  shall  be  an 
order  of  coarse,  and  shall  not  affect  the  subsequent  consid- 
eration of  the  question  of  the  right  to  revive,  or  of  the 
equity  of  the  original  bill.  A  defendant  may  voluntarily 
come  in,  and  make  himself  a  party,  and  consent  to  a 
revivor. 

100.  Suits  or  decrees  may  be  revived  for  costs;  and 
whenever  any  suit  in  Chancery  is  allowed  to  abate,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  death  of  any  one  or  more  of  the  parties, 
complainants  or  defendants,  the  Court  of  Chancery  shall 
decree  against  the  parties  then  alive  such  costs,  to  be  taxed 
by  the  Register,  as  accrued  at  the  instance  of  such  living 
parties,  and  shall  award  a  summons  to  the  (legal)  re|»*e8en- 
tatives  of  such  party  as  may  be  dead,  to  show  cause  why  the 
costs  which  had  accrued  against  such  deceased  party  shall 
not  be  decreed  against  such  representative,  to  be  levied  of 
the  estate  of  said  decedent  in  his  hands  to  be  administered  ; 
and  upon  service  of  said  summons,  or  return  of  two  succes- 
sive writs  of  summons  ^'  not  found/'  and  no  sufficient  cause 
being  shown,  the  Court  shall  decree  accordingly  ;  but  no 
decree  can  be  rendered  under  this  Rule  against  a  represen- 
tative, until  eighteen  months  after  the  grant  of  letters,  and, 
if  the  estate  be  reported  insolvent,  the  decree  shall  be  cer- 
tified as  judgments  at  law  against  such  estate* 

MORTGAGE  SUITS. 

101*  In  mortgage  suits,  it  shall  be  sufficient,  to  bring  in 
subsequent  incumbrancers,  to  state  that  they  claim  some 
interest  in  the  subject  of  the  bill,  and  pray  for  a  smnmons  to 
ihem  to  answer  ;  and  the  Court  shall  have  power  to  decree 
a  sale,  and  direct  the  proceeds  to  be  brought  into  Court, 
without  adjusting  the  priorities  between  such  parties,  unless 
there  be  some  equity  shown  which  makes  it  necessary  ;  and 
any  person,  whether  a  party  to  the  suit  or  otherwise,  shall 
have  the  liberty  to  present  his  claim,  by  petition,  to  the 
Court,  for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  before  distribution. 

102.  If  it  shall  be  discovered  that  there  are  subsequent 
incumbrancers,  or  parties  in  interest,  not  parties  to  the  cause, 
at  any  time  before  confirmation  of  the  sale  in  any  mortgage 
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suit,  the  complaioant  or  purchaaer  ehaJl  haye  liberty  to  bring 
them  before  the  Court  at  that  stage  of  the  proceedings ;  and 
if  they  make  no  opposition  by  answer,  their  interest  may  be 
foreclosed  without  a  re-sale  of  the  property. 

COSTS. 
108.  Upon  the  decision  of  any  interlocatory  motion  or 
question,  the  Court  or  Chancellor  may  impose  such  portion 
of  the  costs  of  the  suit  upon  either  party  as  to  the  Chancellor 
may  seem  proper. 

104.  Whenever  an  execution  out  of  Chancery  for  costs 
shall  be  returned  ^'  no  property,''  in  whole  or  in  part,  the 
Register  may  issue  a  summons  to  the  party  who  was  not 
decreed  to  pay  costs,  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be 
decreed  to  pay  such  portion  of  the  costs  as  were  incurred  at 
the  instance  of  such  party ;  and  on  the  return  of  said 
summons  '*  executed,"  or  two  consecutive  summons  *^not 
found,"  and  such  party  not  showing  sufficient  cause  to  the 
contrary,  the  Court  may  decree  that  the  party  pay  such 
portion  of  the  costs  as  were  incurred  at  his  instance,  or  the 
Court  may  decree  any  part  of  the  costs  which  accrued  at  the 
instance  of  such  party  to  be  paid  by  him. 

RECEIVERS. 

105.  Where  there  are  more  suits  than  one  in  which  a 
receiver  is  required,  whether  the  suits  be  in  the  same  or  in 
different  Courts  or  divisions,  but  one  Receiver  shall  be 
appointed  for  the  same  property  ;  and  should  the  Receiver 
be  appointed  in  a  suit  not  entitled  to  priority,  he  shall  hold 
the  property,  funds,  and  proceeds,  subject  to  discharge  the 
liens  of  the  parties  in  their  regular  order  of  priority,  and  the 
Chancellor  who  may  have  appointed  him  shall  so  decree  and 
have  the  same  applied. 

106.  Where  two  or  more  bills  are  filed  in  different  Courts 
or  divisions,  and  a  Receiver  shall  have  been  appointed  in 
one  of  them,  the  complainants  in  the  other  suits,  on 
producing  a  certified  copy  of  the  proceedings  in  their  causes 
to  the  Court  where  the  Receiver  shall  have  been  appointed, 
shall  be  entitled  to  an  order  that  such  Receiver  hold  the 
property,  or  the  fund  and  proceeds,  to  be  applied  according 
to  the  prior  liens  of  the  several  cases,  widiout  regard  to 
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the  first  decree ;  and  in  such  case,  the  creditors  or  com- 
plainants in  the  suits  in  which  the  Receiver  was  not 
appointed,  if  dissatisfied  with  the  Receiver  appointed  in  the 
other  suit,  may  move  the  Court  in  which  the  Receiver  was 
appointed  for  his  removal  and  the  appointment  of  another  ; 
and  a  sufficient  cause  being  shown,  the  Court  must  remove 
him,  and  appoint  some  one  else. 

MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS. 

107.  Where  a  suit  at  law  and  a  bill  in  Chancery  are 
instituted  for  the  same  claim,  the  opposite  party,  on 
suggestion,  supported  by  affidavit,  may  move  the  Court 
in  term  time,  or  the  Chancellor  in  vacation,  to  inspect 
the  records  ;  and  if  it  appear  that  the  two  suits  are  for  one 
and  the  same  cause  of  action,  it  shall  be  ordered  that  the 
plaintiff  or  claimant  elect  in  which  he  will  proceed,  and  that 
he  dismiss  the  other. 

108.  On  the  hearing  of  all  motions,  appeals,  and  other 
applications,  before  the  Chancellor  in  vacation,  certified 
copies  of  such  of  the  papers  on  file  as  will  enable  him  to 
decide  the  matters  submitted  understandingly,  shall  be  laid 
before  him- 

109.  In  all  cases,  where,  by  the  English  Orders  or 
Practice,  two  days'  notice  is  required,  one  day  shall  be 
deemed  sufficient,  unless  the  Chancellor  shall  otherwise 
direct. 

110.  In  the  computation  of  time  under  these  Rules, 
in  the  giving  of  notice  and  the  making  of  motions  and 
other  applications,  the  day  on  which  the  notice  is  given 
shall  be  included,  and  that  on  which  the  motion  or  other 
application  is  to  be  heard  shall  be  excluded.  Where  one 
day's  notice  shall  be  required,  the  motion  or  application  may 
be  heard  the  next  day  after  the  notice  is  served. 

111.  These  Rules  shall  take  eflfect,  and  be  of  force,  from 
and  after  the  first  day  of  November  next ;  and  when,  and 
as  soon  as,  they  shall  so  take  effect  and  be  of  force,  the 
present  Rules,  heretofore  adopted  by  this  Court,  for  the 
regulation  of  the  Practice  in  Chancery  in  this  State,  shall 
cease,  and  be  of  no  further  force  or  effect. 
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CERTIFICATE. 
I  hereby  certify,  that  the  foregoing  Rules,  numbered  from 
one  to  one  hundred  and  eleven  inclusive,  are  a  true  and 
correct  copy  of  the  original  Rules  for  the  regulation  of  the 
Practice  in  Chancery  in  this  State,  now  on  file  in  my 
office,  adopted  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  said  State  at  June 
term,  1854. 

Teat.  JOHN  D.  PHELAN, 

Clerk  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Alabama. 
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RULES  FOR  THE  REGULATION 

OP  TH£  PRACTICE  IN  THE  CIRCUIT  COURT  OF  MOBILE  COUNTY 
AND  THE  CITT  COURT  OP  MOBILE ;  PREPARED  BT  THE  J0BQES 
OP  SAID  COURTS  PURSUANT  TO  THE  THIRD  SECTION  OP  THE 
ACT  ••TO  REGULATE  THE  SESSIONS  OF  THE  CIRCUIT  AND 
CITY  COURTS  OF  MOBILE."  APPROVED  FEBRUARY  17.  1854; 
APPROVED  AND  ADOPTED  BY  THE  SUPREME  COURT  AT  ITS 
JUNE  TERM.  18&4.  AND  DECLARED  TO  BE  IN  FORCE  FROM  AND 
AFTER  THE  8th  DAY  OF  JUNE.  1854.  . 


RULE    I. 

In  the  City  Court,  the  first  Mondays  in  November,  Decem- 
ber, January,  February,  March,  April,  May,  and  June,  shall 
be  return  days  for  original  and  mesne  process. 

RULE  n. 
In  the  Circuit  Court,  the  third  Mondays  after  the  fourth 
Mondaye  in   March  and  October,  and  the  first  Mondays  in 
December,  January,  February,  May,  and  June,  shall  be 
return  days  for  original  and  mesne  process. 

RULE  in. 

The  first  Monday  in  each  month  in  the  year  shall  be  return 
day  for  final  process  in  either  Court ;  and  in  the  absence  of 
instructions  by  the  party  suing  out  such  process,  it  shall  be 
made  returnable  to  the  most  distant  return  day  within  one 
hundred  and  thirty  days  of  its  issue. 

RULE  lY. 
Upon  the  return  of  a  summons  not  served  as  to  any  of  the 
defendants,  the  Clerk,  in  the  absence  of  instructions  to  the 
contrary  by  the  party  suing  out  the  summons,  shall  issue  an 
ahas  summons,  returnable  as  an  original  summons,  and  so  on 
until  service  is  perfected. 

RULt  V. 
The  Clerk  of  the  City  Coart  shall  keep  for  that  Comt  two 
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dockets  of  civil  and  criminal  cases ;  one  for  the  Judge, 
and  one  for  himself  and  the  Bar.  The  Clerk  of  the  Circuit 
Court  shall  keep  such  dockets  as  are  required  bj  the  general 
law. 

RULE  VI. 
The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  does  not  forfeit  his  right  to 
conclude  by  waiving  the  opening  argument,  but  must  confine 
himself  to  a  reply. 

RULE  VII. 
Reasons  in  arrest  of  .judgment,  and  reasons  for  new  trials, 
and  affidavits  in  support  thereof,  if  any  are  relied  on,  shall 
be  filed  with  the  Olerk,  and  notice  thereof  given  to 
the  adverse  party,  one  day  before  the  argument ;  if  the 
cause  is  tried  on  the  last  day  of  the  term,  the  notice  shall  be 
given  when  the  motion  is  entered.  The  party  making  such 
motion  is  eotitled  to  the  opening  and  conclusion  of  the  argu- 
ment. All  such  motions,  not  acted  on  within  twenty  days  after 
trial,  or  continued  by  order  of  the  Court,  are  to  be  considered 
discharged  of  course  at  the  end  of  twenty  days,  or  at  the 
end  of  the  term,  if  that  should  take  place  before  the  expira- 
tion  of  the  twenty  days. 

RULE  VIII. 
The  Clerk,  under  the  directions  of  the  Judge,  shall  set 
stated  days  for  the  hearing  of  motions,  reasons  for  new 
trials,  or  in  arrest  of  judgment,  arguments  on  demurrers^ 
and  the  settlement  of  pleadings,  and  such  other  business  of 
the  Court  as  may  be  disposed  of  without  a  jury. 

RULE  IX. 

In  the  absence  of  orders  to  the  contrary  by  the  Judge, 
jury  trials  shall  be  had  during  alternate  weeks,  and  they 
shall  be  so  arranged  that  the  same  week  shall  not  be  the 
week  fi>r  jury  trials  in  both  Courts,  unless  the  business  of 
the  Courts  requires  it. 

RULE  X. 
In  the  Circuit  Court,  the  thi^d  Mondays  after  the  fourth 
Mondays  of  March  and  October,  wd  the  first  Mondays  of 
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December,  January,  Febraary,  May,  and  June,  shall  be 
return  days  for  admiralty  process ;  and  in  the  City  Court 
the  return  days  for  such  process  shall  be  first  and  third 
Mondays  of  each  month  of  the  year. 

RULE  XI. 
The  Rules  of  Practice  in  Admiralty,  as  established  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  so  far  as  they  are  not 
repugnant  to  the  laws  of  Alabama,  are  hereby  adopted. 

RULE  XII. 
No  bill  of  exceptions  can  be  signed  after  the  expiration  of 
twenty  days  from  the  rendition  of  judgment,  unless  by  consent 
of  counsel  in  writing,  and  then  it  may  be  signed  within  ten 
days  thereafter. 

RULE  XIII. 
The  '*  Rules  of  Practice  in  Circuit  and  County  Courts/' 
numbered  4,  9, 15, 17, 19,  21,  22,  and  23,  in  the  appendix  to 
the  Code,  are  declared  to  be  inapplicable  to  the  Circuit  and. 
City  Courts  of  Mobile  County.    All  other  Rules  adopted  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Alabama  for  the  Circuit  Courts,  and 
now  in  force,  are  hereby  adopted  for  the  Circuit  and  City 
Courts  of  Mobile  County,  so  far  as  they  are  not  repugnant 
to  these  Rules,  and  can  be  applied  to  the  said  Courts  of 
Mobile  County. 

CERTIFICATE. 
I  hereby  certify,  that  the  foregoing  Rules,  numbered  from 
one  to  thirteen  inclusive,  are  a  correct  copy  of  the  ''  Rules 
for  the  regulation  of  the  Practice  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Mobile  County  and  the  City  Court  of  Mobile,"  adopted  by 
the  Supreme  Court  on  the  8th  day  of  June,  1854,  and  declared 
to  be  in  force  from  and  after  that  day. 

Test.  JOHN  D.  PHELAN, 

Clerk  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Alabama. 
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EEPOETS 


OF 


CASES  ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 


NELSON  vs.  IVERSON.  |U  3,J| 

S4       9 

1.  When  one  party  bts  addnced  in  eridenee  a  part  of  a  oonTersation*  tht    tis  m 
other  has  the  right  to  call  for  the  whole  of  it.  l24      9 

2.  la  laying  the  predicate  to  impench  a  witness,  hi^  attention  hsTing  been  ^ 
directed  to  a  eonrersation  had  by  him  twenty  years  before,  *'in  the  spring 
of  the  year,*'  person  nnd  pi  nee  being  specified,  evidence  of  contradictory 
statements  made  by  him  in  Febrvary  of  thnt  yeor,  in  a  conversation 
otherwise  correrponding  with  that  laid,  is  admissible;  the  rule  only 
requires  that  his  attention  should  be  directed  with  reasonable  certainty 
to  ihe  time,  place  and  person  involved  in  the  supposed  contradicticn. 

8.  In  detinue  for  a  slave,  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  parol  gift  from  hie 
matprnal  uncle,  nnd  the  character  of  his  mother^s  po^-sesbion  (whether 
she  held  as  p^uardinn  for  her  infant  eon,  or  under  a  loan  as-  a  nurse  to 
herself)  was  disputed:  Heldfihat  her  declaration,  while  In  possession^ 
that  the  slave  belonged  to  her  brother,  was  admisiille  evidence  against 
the  plaintiff 

4.  In  such  case,  evidence  that  plaintiff's  grantor  '^wns  in  the  habit  of 
controlling  the  slave'*  while  in  possession  of  plaintiff's  mother,  is  also 
admisnble. 

6.  Bat  evidenoe  that  the  grantor  "usually  supplied  her  (plaintiff's  mother) 
with  a  nurse,  and  when  one  became  too  large  for  that  purpose,  he  would 
take  it  away  and  supply  another,"  is  not,  of  itself,  admissible. 

6  an«l  8.  The  declaration  of  a  person  wbil«  in  popsession  of  a  slave,  '*  that 
abe  waa  bis,  and  he  intended  to  keep  her,**  is  admissible  evidence  as 
explanatory  of  his  possession ;  but  a  declaration  not  conneoted  with 
possession,  is  net  admissible. 

7*    When  the  situation  of  a  witness  is  such,  that  if  a  certain  fact  had  existed 
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he  wculi  prubablj  have  kiioirn  it,  his  wnnt  of  knowL  dge  is  some  eTidence, 
though  slight,  that  it  did  not  exist;  and  in  such  casa,  he  will  be  allowed 
to  stiite,  that  if  the  fact  existed  ha  did  not  know  it. 

9.  When  detinue  is  brought  ngainst  &  bailee  of  n  sIatc,  his  bailor  is  not  a 
compeTcnt  witness  for  him  without  a  release ;  and  the  fact  that  the  slave 
wns  iiirei  fur  his  victuals  and  clothes  only,  docs  not  nff.>ct  the  principle. 

10  and  11.    Ownership  is  a  fact  to  which  n  witness  may  test'.fy. 

12.  When  a  deposition  shows  on  its  face  that  the  commissioner  by  whom  it 
was  taken  was  not  very  expert  in  sua)i  matters,  the  court  will  look  >o  this 
circu  iistanci  in  gathering  the  meaning  of  the  witness  from  the  inapt 
expressions  used 

18.  Thj  oi  jection  that  nn  answer  is  not  re.<p3nsivo  to  the  interrogatory » 
comes  too  la.e  at  tlie  trial. 

14.  An  infant  is  in  esscy  for  tlie  purpose  of  taking  nn  estate  forits  benefit, 
from  the  time  of  conception,  provided  it  be  Icin  Hli\e  and  nftir  fU(h  a 
period  of  fuctal  existence  that  itii  continuance  in  life  may  be  roasouabiy 
expected. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Macon. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Robert  Dougiiertv. 

Detinue  by  James  R.  Nelson  ngainst  William  Iverson,  for 
tlio  recovery  of  two  slaves,  wliich  plaintiff  claimed  under  a 
parol  gift  from  his  maternal  unclo,  Garland  J).i\vkin9.  Tlio 
principal  facts  of  the  case  may  be  found  in  the  previous  reports 
of  it  in  17  Ala.  222,  and  19  ih.  95.  The  additional  facts 
necessary  to  an  understanding  of  it  as  now  presented,  appear  ia 
the  opinion. 

Rice  &  Morgan,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

1.  An  infant  is  in  esse^  for  the  purpose  of  taking  an  estate 
which  is  for  its  benefit,  from  the  time  of  conception,  provided  it 
bo  born  alive,  and  after  such  a  period  of  foetal  existence  that  its 
continuance  might  be  reasonably  expected. — Harper  ct  t/x.  v. 
Archer  et  a/.,  4  Sm.  &  Mar.  99  ;  Morrow  v,  Scott,  7  Gtorgia 
635  ;  Bishop's  Heirs  v.  llamptcn,  11  Ala.  254  ;  1  Black.  Cora. 
(Chilly's  Ed.  1848)  ISO,  note  13;  2ib.  169,  note  18;  2 
Williams  on  Executors  1284. 

2.  The  delivery  of  a  slave  to  a  third  person,  as  a  gift  for  nn 
infant,  is  the  consummation  of  the  gift :  the  fact  that  the  infant 
is  in  ventre  sa  mercj  makes  no  difference  in  the  principle.  The 
delivery  is  good,  because  of  the  infantas  presumed  assent,  not 
from  any  actual  assent ;   and  so  long  as  the  infancy  continues. 
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the  law  presumes  the  infant's  coDttnuing  assent. — Tate  v.  Tate, 
1  Dev.  &  Bat.  Eq.  R.  22,  25.  As  the  evidence  in  this  case 
showed  a  delivery  to  plaintiflF's  mother,  for  him,  about  four 
months  before  his  birth,  it  was  erroneous  to  charge  the  jury 
that,  in  order  to  consummate  the  gift,  under  such  circumstniiCL'S, 
there  must  have  been  a  delivery  after  his  birth. — Nelson  v. 
Iverson,  19  Ala.  99. 

3.  The  declaration  of  Garland  Dawlcins,in  relation  to  a  negro 
woman  and  four  children,  not  involved  in  this  6ui%  ''  that  he 
had  sold  them  for  $1,800,''  was  wholly  irrelevant  and 
inadmissible. 

4.  There  was  error  in  admitting  Mrs.  Nelson's  declaration, 
made  to  Reuben  Dawkins  in  February ^  1830.  Her  attention 
was  not  called  to  that  time,  but  to  "  the  spring  of  1830." 

5.  It  was  palpable  error  to  allow  the  defendant  to  prove  by 
Reuben  Dawkins.  'Hhat,  whilst  Judy  was  in  possession  of 
Martha  Nelson,  ho  had  frequently  heard  her  say  that  she 
belonged  to  Garland  Dawkins."  Sho  held  possession  as 
guardian  or  bailco  for  her  infant  son ;  and  sho  thus  held 
possession  in  Georgia.  The  record  docs  not  show  thfit  the 
statute  of  limitations  of  Georgia  was  in  evidence,  or  relied  on 
by  plaintiff.  The  statute  could  not  possibly  have  any  bearing 
on  the  case,  as  shown  in  the  present  record.  And  as  Mrs. 
Nelson  held  as  guardian  or  bailee  for  her  infant  son,  ^^it  is  clear 
that  no  declaration  of  hers  could  be  received  in  evidence  to 
defeat  his  rights." — Nelson  v.  Iverson,  19  Ala.  99  ;  Easley  v. 
Dye,  14  Ala.  158. 

6.  It  was  erroneous  to  allow  Reuben  Dawkins  to  testify  "that 
Garland  Dawkins  was  in  the  habit  of  controlling  Judy  whilst 
she  was  at  Mrs.  Nelson's."  This  might  have  been  admissible, 
if  plaintiff  had  relied  on  the  statute  of  limitations  of  Georgia, 
and  Mrs.  Nelson's  possession  in  Georgia.  But  the  record  does 
not  show  this,  and  the  case  differs  in  this  respect  from  the  case 
as  presented  when  it  was  last  here.  It  is  well  settled,  that  acts 
and  declarations  of  neither  the  donor  nor  guardian,  subsequent 
to  tho  consummation  of  the  gift  by  delivery,  can  prejudice  or 
impair  the  donee's  title ;  and  therefore  it  was  error  to  admit 
evidence  that  the  donor  controlled  the  slave  "  whilst  she  was  at 
Mrs.  Nelson's,"  which  was  after  her  delivery  to  her  for  her 
infant  Bon.— Powell  v.  Olds,  9  Ala.  861* 
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7.  Upon  the  same  principle,  it  was  erroneous  to  allow 
defendant  to  prove  that,  after  Garland  had  re- taken  possession 
of  the  girl,  ^^  he  stated  that  she  was  his  negro,  and  that  ho 
intended  to  keep  her.-'  This  declaration  was  made  after  the 
consummation  of  the  gift  by  delivery,  and  while  plaintiff  was 
still  an  infant.  Even  if  Garland^s  possession  '^  between  1830 
and  1838"  was  adverse,  and  he  did  make  such  declarations, 
plaintiff  could  not  be  affected  by  such  adverse  possesssion  or 
declarations,  because  he  was  an  infant  until  1844.  The  suit 
was  brought  in  1848,  and  therefore  no  question  of  the  statute 
of  limitations  or  adverse  possession  could  be  raised  by  defendant; 
and  plaintiff  did  not  rely  on  any  such  title,  but  solely  on  the 
gift  to  him,  and  delivery  to  his  mother  for  him,  in  1823. 

8.  It  was  erroneous  to  allow  Mrs.  Edge  to  testify  that  "  Mr. 
Dawkins  usually  supplied  Mrs.  Nelson  with  a  nurse ;  when  one 
became  too  large  for  that  purpose,  he  would  take  it  away  and 
supply  another ;"  also,  "If  Judy  was  ever  out  of  his  possession, 
except  occasionally  as  a  nurse,  it  is  more  than  I  know."  Each 
portion  of  this  evidence  was  duly  objected  to,  and  should  have 
been  excluded. — Olds  v.  Powell,  7  Ala.  655,  656.  A  part  of 
this  evidence  was  an  attempt  to  prove  what  was  Garland 
Dawkins'  intention,  and  this  is  against  law. — Whetstone  v. 
Bank,  9  Ala.  875,  886. 

9.  Inasmuch  as  the  court  allowed  the  defendant  to  prove 
Mrs.  Nelson's  declarations,  to  the  effect  that  Garland  Dawkins 
had  not  given  Judy  to  plaintiff,  plaintiff  ought  to  have  been 
allowed  to  prove  her  counter  declarations,  as  given  in  Mrs. 
Edge's  answer  to  the  sixth  cross  interrogatory.  Illegal  evidence 
may  be  rebutted  by  illegal  evidence.  But  if  her  declarations 
were  legal  evidence  for  defendant,  why  are  they  not  legal 
evidence  for  plaintiff? 

10.  Phebe  Webb  was  an  incompetent  witness  for  the 
defendant  below.  She  was  the  widow  of  the  donor,  and  the 
bailor  of  the  defendant,  who  is  her  son-in-law.  A  recovery 
against  a  bailee,  the  bailor  having  notice  of  the  suit,  is  evidence 
against  the  bailor. — Hare  v.  Fuller,  7  Ala.  718;  Barney  v. 
Dewey,  13  Johns.  224 ;  9  Bacon's  Abr.  457. 

11.  A  witness  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  testify  that  a 
third  person  ^^owned"  a  slave,  nor  that  he  himself  ^^owned" 
himt 
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12.  The  testimony  of  Mrs.  Lawless,  to  which  plaintiff 
objected,  refers  to  a  period  o(  time  anterior  to  the  gift  to  plaintiff, 
and  it  was  therefore  irrelevant.  It  was  also  erroneous  to  allow 
her  to  swear  that  Judy  was  loaned  to  Mrs.  Nelson  "as  a  nurse"; 
this  was  allowing  her  to  swear  as  to  Garland's  intention. — 
Whetstone  v.  Bank,  9  A!a.  875,  886. 

13.  Those  portions  of  the  testimony  of  Davenport  and  wife, 
to  which  objection  was  taken,  are  obnoxious  to  all  the  objections 
made  to  the  testimony  of  Mrs.  Lawless,  and  to  two  additional 
objections  :  they  were  not  responsive  to  the  interrogatories,  and 
they  were  not  matters  within  the  knowledge  of  the  witnesses;  their 
own  deposition  shows  that  they  swore  to  these  matters  "because 
he  (Garland  Dawkins)  told  us  so." 

George  W.  Gunn,  contra : 

The  material  question  in  the  case  is  presented  by  the  charge 
of  the  court.  The  language  used  does  not  indicate  a  present 
intention  or  positive  promise  to  give,  but  effectually  excludes  a 
present  gift.  There  was  no  renunciation  by  the  donor :  he  does 
not  appear  to  have  parted  with  his  dominion  over  the  slave  :  the 
locus  penitentuB  still  remained. — 2  Ala.  117;  Phillips  v. 
McGrcw,  13  ib.  259;  Pearson  v.  Pearson,  7  Johns.  25;  2  Black. 
Com.  441,  442 ;  1  S.  &  M.  428. 

A  direct  and  immediate  gift  of  personalty  cannot  be  made 
to  a  person  not  in  esse> — Halstead  v.  Thomas,  8  Strcb.  101. 
To  render  a  parol  gift  valid,  there  must  be  a  thing  in  being,  at 
the  time  it  is  made,  upon  which  the  gift  could  act,  accompanied 
with  actual  delivery,  as  such  gifts  have  no  reference  to  the 
future,  but  go  into  immediate  and  absolute  effect. — 1  Ashmead's 
R.  87  ;  2  Vesey  431 ;  2  Saund.  47  ;  Jones  v.  Dyer  and  Wife, 
16  Ala.  224;  Bryant  v.  Ingram,  t6.  121 ;  3  Litt.  280;  2  Ala. 
117  ;  1  ib.  52.  And  the  possession  must  accompany  the  gift. 
—5  Eng.  211 ;  5  Gill  &  J.  461,  449.  Neither  can  there  be  a 
reservation  or  condition  to  a  parol  gift,  to  take  effect  in  future. — 
1  Ashm.  88 ;  2  Gratt.  344 ;  1  £dw.  296.  To  constitute  an 
effectual  delivery,  the  donor  must  part  with  the  dominion  of  the 
things  in  favor  of  the  donee ;  a  bare  intention  to  give  is 
insufficient.— 16  Ala.  121;  t&.  224;  13i6.  255;  10  Johns. 
298;  Riley  290. 

Ift  all  oases  of  gifts  inter  vivoSf  there  is  a  kcui  pinittntimt 
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until  the  intention  and  ace  are  consummated  hj  delivery. — 18 
Johns.  1-15;  9  East  49;  1  Madd.  176.  And  in  girts  crui^a 
mortisy  there  must  also  be  an  actual  delivery,  which  may  be 
made  to  a  third  person  for  the  use  of  the  donee,  if  that  person 
retains  the  possession  until  tlie  donor's  death.— 3  Shep.  429  ; 

16  Vermont  206 ;  1  Murph.  127  ;  1  Nott  &  McCord  237  ;  10 
Conn.  480;  2  Wheat.  17  ;  2  Ala.  669;  20  Verm.  695.  IP, 
then,  there  was  only  an  imperfect  gift  in  1823,  and  no  delivery 
afterwards,  the  title  to  the  slave  was  not  divested  out  of  the 
Buppc.sed  donor. — Thomas  v.  DeGrafFL»nreiil,  17  Ala.  610;  9 
ib.  391 ;  15  ib.  91  ;  7  Leigh  317;  2  Iredell  361. 

The  declarations  of  the  alleged  donor  wero  admissible 
eviJence.—Harper's  R.  874  ;  1  Bailey  119  ;  12  Johns.  188 ; 
1  Stew.  &  P.  56  ;  9  Ala.  206  ;  17  ib.  207. 

The  declarations  of  Mrs.  Nelson  were  likewise  admissible.— 

17  Ala.  207;  14i6.  681. 

When  a  witness'  relations  to  a  family  arc  such  that  he  would, 
in  all  probability,  have  known  of  the  existence  of  a  fact, 
ostensible  and  notorious  in  its  character,  his  want  of  all 
knowledge  on  the  subject  may  bo  received  as  some  evidence  of 
its  non-existence. — 17  Ala.  607  ;  3  Stark.  Ev.  516. 

Phebe  Webb  was  not  an  incompetent  witness.  She  had  no 
such  interest  as  would  disqualify  her. — 1  Phil.  Ev.  51  ;  2 
Watts  &Serg.  190:  9  Dana  43;  8  Shep.  450;  2  McLean 
422;  4Sbep.  117;  9  Ala.  809;  3  Kelly  277;  8  Barr  442; 
8  B.  Mon.  435;  Story  en  Bailments  §  105;  4  Dcnio  515;  13 
Ala.  821 ;  8  Blackf.  45. 

CHILTON,  C.  J.— 1.  The  plaintiff  having  offered  crldenco 
of  what  Garland  Dawkins  said  to  Reuben  Dawkins,  in  regard 
to  the  division  of  the  estate  of  his  father,  the  defendant  was 
allowed,  against  the  plaintiff 's  objection,  to  prove  that  in  the 
same  conversation  he  staterl,  that  the  four  negro  slaves  belonging 
to  it  had  been  sold  for  ^1,800  by  him.  This  evidenco  tended 
to  throw  light  upon  the  value  of  the  estate  in  the  hands  of 
Garland,  and  if  any  portion  of  the  conversation  was  relevant, 
we  think  the  whole  of  it,  had  at  the  same  time  and  relating  to 
the  same  subject-matter,  was  competent  proof ;  otherwise,  the 
truth  might  be  suppressed,  or  perverted  by  garbled  statements, 
which  the  law  docs  not  allow*    If  it  was  inelcvant,  it  \\aa 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JUNE  TERM,  1853. 15 

Nelson  t.  Irerson. 

rebatting  irrelevant  testimony  of  the  plaintiff}  anil  consequent!/ 
be  cannot  complain. 

2.  As  a  predicate  for  impeaching  the  testimony  of  Mrs. 
Martha  Nebon,  the  deft  ndant^s  counsel  propounded  to  her  the 
following  interrogatory:  **  Did  you  not,  in  a  certain  conversation 
with  Reuben  Dawkins,  at  his  house,  in  the  spring  of  1880| 
speaking  of  Garland's  promise  to  give  Judy  to  plaintiff,  say 
that  Garland  DaAvkins  had  promised  to  give  Judy  to  a  boy,  if 
you  bad  one,  but  that  he  had  not  done  so  ;  or  did  you  not  say 
that  he,  Garland,  spoke  only  in  jest  when  he  made  the  promise, 
and  that  you  knew  it  at  the  time,  or  something  to  that  purport, 
and  what-?  And  did  you  not,  in  a  similar  conversation,  at  the 
house  of  your  mother,  in  the  spring  of  1880,  make  the  same 
statement  V^  To  this  interrogatory  the  witness  answered  that 
she  did  not.  The  defendant  was  then  allowed  to  prove  by 
Reuben  Dawkins,  that  Mrs.  Nelson,  in  a  conversation  had  with 
him,  in  February^  1830,  at  his  house,  said  that  Garland 
Dawkins  had  promised  to  give  Judy  to  a  boy,  if  she  had  one, 
but  that  he  had  noc  done  so,  and  that  he  was  jesting.  This 
proof  was  objected  to. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  inquiry 
in  the  predicate  was  confined  to  the  spring  of  1830,  and  the 
proof  to  show  the  contradiction  dates  the  declarations  ns  in 
February  of  that  year ;  hence  he  concludes  that  the  evidence 
proves  no  contradiction.  The  rule  requires  that  the  attention 
of  the  witness,  who  is  attempted  to  be  discredited,  shouM  be 
called  to  the  time,  place  and  person  involved  in  the  supposed 
contradiction,  in  order  that  the  faculties  of  the  mind  may  be 
pat  in  motion,  and  the  memory  aided  by  the  train  of  ideas 
which  such  circumstances  would*  be  likely  to  suggest  with 
reference  to  the  subject-matter  of  inquiry.— 4  Phil.  Ev.  761. 

The  rule,  however,  is  satisfied,  when  the  attention  of  the 
witness  is  called  with  reasonable  certainty  to  the  subject  of  the 
previous  declarations.  The  precise  words  need  not  be  repeated, 
and  in  many  cases  the  precise  time  could  not  well  be  stated  ; 
and  yet  the  witness  might  be  ns  fully  guarded  against  imposition 
as  if  the  exact  language  and  time  had  been  given.  Giving  to 
the  rule  a  practical,  common  sense  interpretation,  wo  do  not 
entertain  a  doubt  that  it  has  been  substantially  complied  with  in 
tho  oaso  before  us.    The  deolaratiooi  tho  person  to  whooQi  and 
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the  place  at  which  it  was  made,  are  particalarlj  given,  and  they 
are  stated  to  have  been  made  in  the  spring  of  1830 ;  whereas 
the  contradicting  witness  sajs,  the  conversation  took  place  in 
February — it  may  have  been  the  day  before  the  spring  set  in. 
Now  it  is  most  improbable  that  Mrs.  Nelson,  in  reference  to  a 
conversation  which  occurred  some  twenty  years  before,  should 
have  answered  under  the  apprehension  that  ihe  particular 
season  in  which  it  was  said  to  have  occurred,  was  an  essential 
element  in  the  inquiry.  To  suppos*^  that,  with  a  recollection 
of  the  conversation,  she  was  shielding  herself  under  the  ktter 
of  the  inquiry  as  to  time,  disregarding  the  other  concurrent 
circumstances  of  place,  person  and  subject  matter,  all  which 
pointed  her  to  the  true  answer,  would  tend  more  strongly  to 
discredit  her  testimony  tlian  the  proven  contradiction;  for,  as  to 
the  latter,  she  may  have  forgotten,  or  the  discrediting  witness 
himself  may  be  mistaken,  while  under  the  former  li^'pothesTs, 
her  testimony  would  amount  to  an  artful  evasion  of  the  true 
answer.     We  tliink  the  proof  was  properly  admitted. 

3.  The  fact  as  to  whether  Mrs.  Nelson  held  the  girl  Judy, 
who  is  the  mother  of  the  slaves  sued  fur,  as  natural  guardian  or 
trustee  for  tho  plaintiff,  then  an  infant,  or  on  a  loan  as  a  nurse, 
from  her  brother,  Garland  Dawkins,  was  disputed,  and  her 
declaration  while  in  possession  of  the  girl,  that  the  slave  belonged 
to  Garland,  was  competent,  as  constituting  part  of  the  res 
gestcSf  being  connected  with  and  explanatory  of  her  possession. 
If  she  held  as  guardian  or  trustee,  then,  as  was  previously 
decided  in  this  case,  it  is  clear  her  declarations  would  not  be 
evidence  against  her  ward  or  cestui  que  trusty  and  no  question 
of  adverse  possession  would  arise. 

4.  It  was  objected  to  the  proof,  that  Garland  Dawkins  was 
in  the  habit  of  controlling  the  slave  while  in  Mrs.  Nelson's 
possession.  This  tended  to  show  that  he  had  not  disposed  of 
her,  and  was  competent. 

6.  The  proof  that  while  Garland  was  in  possession  of  the 
girl,  between  the  year  1880  and  1838,  (the  period  of  his  death,) 
he  stated  that  he  was  the  owner  of  her  and  intended  to  keep 
her,  was  legitimate,  upon  the  same  ptinciple  that  Mrs.  Nelson's 
declarations  were  received,  namely,  as  explanatory  of  his 
possession,  andshowmg  that  he  held  in  his  own  right,  and  not  in 
right  of  another. 
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6.  The  proof  made  by  Mrs.  Edge,  ^^  that  Mr.  Dawkins 
usually  sapplied  Mrs.  Nelson  with  a  nurse,  and  when  one  would 
bec(  me  too  large  for  that  purpose,  he  would  take  it  away  and 
supply  another,"  was  improperly  admitted,  as  it  has  no 
connection  with  the  girl  Judy.  That  he  stnt  other  negroes  as  a 
nurse,  does  not  prove  that  this  one  was  so  sent. 

7*  It  appears  that  Mrs.  Edge  was  on  terms  of  intimacy  with 
the  parties.  Garland  Dawkins  and  his  sister,  Mrs.  Nelson;  that 
she  lived  in  a  quarter  of  a  mile  of  the  former,  and  a  mile  and  a 
quarter  of  the  latter  ;  and  she  was  allowed  to  say,  ^'  If  Garland 
Dawkins  was  ever  out  of  possession  of  the  girl  Judy,  except 
occasionally  as  a  nurse,  it  is  more  than  I  know."  This  was 
objected  to  by  the  plaintiff,  but  the  objection  was  overruled. 

Our  opinion  is,  that  although  the  proof  is  of  a  negative 
character,  yet,  under  the  circumstances,  it  was  legal.  The 
'  relation  of  the  witness  to  the  family  of  Dawkins  and  Mrs. 
Nelson,  was  such,  that  had  the  property  and  pos^eesion  of  the 
girl  Judy  been  transferred  to  the  latter,  she  would  probably 
bavo  known  it,  and  the  fiict  that  she  did  not  know  it,  although 
weak,  is  nevertheless  some  evidence  tending  to  show  that  it  did 
not  exist.— 17  Ala.  602. 

8.  Mrs.  Edge  was  asked  by  the  plaintiff,  on  cross  examination, 
whether  she  had  not  heard  Mrs.  Nelson  say,  that  the  girl  Judy 
was  given  by  Dawkins  to  James  R.  Nelson,  and  whether,  at  the 
time  of  the  conversation.  Mis.  Nelson  had  the  possession  of  the 
girl.  The  witness,  answering  the  qiicfetion,  says,  she  heard  Mrs. 
Nelson  say,  about  sixteen  years  ago,  that  Gni  land  had  given 
Judy  to  James  R.  Nelson,  but  she  does  not  state  that  Mrs. 
Nelson  then  had  the  slave  in  her  possession.  As  the  declaration 
was  not  connected  with  the  possession,  it  is  well  settled  that  it 
was  not  properly  admissible  as  evidence,  and  the  court  properly 
excluded  it. 

9.  Phebe  Webb  was  examined  by  the  defendant,  but  an 
objection  was  duly  made,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to  her 
competency,  on  the  ground  of  interest.  It  appears  that  she 
bad  hired  the  slaves  to  the  defendant  to  work  for  their  victuals 
and  clothes,  and  while  he  thus  possessed  them,  this  action  was 
commenced.  She  was  examined  to  prove  her  title,  to  legalize 
his  possession ;  and,  as  in  the  contract  of  hiring  there  is  an 
impUed  warranty  that  the  thing  hired  belongs  to  the  bireri  ibt 
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woald,apon  a  failure  of  title  in  a  suit  against  her  bailee,  having 
due  notice  thereof,  be  liable  over  to  him  for  the  damages  he 
ahouIJ  have  to  pay  by  way  of  hire.  'J'hat  he  gave  the 
negroes  only  their  victuals  and  clothes  for  the  hire,  does  not 
affect  the  principle.  This,  though  small,  was  a  valuable 
consideration,  and  entitles  the  defendant  to  occupy  the  remtion 
of  a  purchaser  of  the  slaves  for  the  term  for  which  they  were 
hired.  We  would  observe,  that  this  is  such  interest  as  the 
defendant  may  release,  after  which  he  may  re*ezamiDe  the 
witness. 

10.  Said  witness  stated  that  her  first  husband  possessed, 
owned  and  controlled  said  slave  ever  since  she  was  acquainted 
with  her.  The  plaintiff  moved  to  reject  the  word  **owned" 
from  the  deposition,  but  the  court  refused  to  do  so.  We  see  no 
valid  ground  of  objection  to  the  proof.  Ownership  is  a  fact, 
and  if  the  witness  knew  it,  we  know  of  no  rule  of  law  which 
forbids  her  deposing  to  it. 

11.  The  same  may  be  said  with  respect  to  that  portion  of 
the  deposition  of  Mr?.  Webb,  in  which  she  state?,  **  After  the 
death  of  Mr.  Dawkins,  I  became  owner,  and  I  owned  said 
negroes  until  I  sold  Judy  to  Mr.  Thomas,  in  Alabama."  This 
proof  certainly  has  a  material  bearing  upon  the  issue,  which  is 
the  title  to  the  slaves;  and  if  the  plaintiff  had  conceded  the 
witness'  competency  to  testify,  it  was  neither  **illegal,  irielevant, 
nor  improper,"  as  6tated  in  the  objection  to  it. 

12.  John  Davenport  and  his  wife,  Elizabeth,  were  examined 
on  interrogatories  and  cross  interrogatories  propounded  by  the 
parties.  They  deposed  that  they  were  acquainted  with  the 
slave  Judy  sometime  about  1818  or  1820,  and  that  she  was  in 
Garland  Dawkins'  possession  when  they  first  and  last  knew  her, 
**only  to  loan  as  before  stated."  In  answer  to  a  previous 
interrogatory,  they  had  stated  that  Garland  had  told  them  ho 
had  loaned  the  girl  to  his  sister,  Mrs.  Nebon,  as  an  act  of 
kindness,  as  he  was  willing  to  assist  Ver;  but  this  latter  answer 
was  excluded  by  the  court.  Tbey  further  stated  that  they 
knew  the  girl  in  possession  of  Mrs.  Nelson,  '*  for  she  was  sent 
there  as  a  loan,  to  nurse" ;  and  in  answer  to  the  concluding 
inteiTogatory,  requiring  them  to  state  every  fact  and  circumstance 
tending  to  show  that  Garland  never  gave  the  slave  to  the  plaintiff, 
tbey  rcplji  ^^becaniebo  (the  saidGarUnd  Dawkins)  told  us  so.'* 
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The  plaintiff  moved  the  court  to  exclude  from  their  testim'my 
above  stated,  the  words,  "only  to  loan  her,  as  we  before  stated''; 
this  titc  court  refused.  Plaintiff  also  moved  to  strike  out  the 
clause,  "  for  she  was  sent  there  as  a  loan,  to  nurso  "  ;  which 
motion  was  denied. 

The  commissioner  who  took  this  deposition  evidently  was  not 
yery  expert  in  such  matters,  as  tlie  same  is  very  inartificially 
written  down  and  expressed,  and  some  regard  mu:?t  be  had  to 
this  consideration,  since,  by  subjecting  such  depositions  to  very 
rigid  rules  of  criticism,  the  ends  of  justice  would  very  often  bo 
defeated.  We  must  gather  the  meaning  of  the  witnesses  as 
well  as  we  may,  from  the  inapt  expressions  often  used  by  tho 
commissioners  to  express  it.  It  was  supposed,  by  the  counsel, 
that  the  answer  to  the  last  general  interrogatory  is  so  connected 
with  the  answers  to  the  fourth  and  fifth,  as  to  render  the  latter 
but  hearsay ;  but  we  do  not  think  this  a  fair  construction  of  it. 
These  witnesses  lived  for  seventeen  years  near  neighbors  to  tho 
parties,  and  it  would  not  be  improbable  that  they  should  havo 
Lad  personal  knowledge  of  the  facts  to  which  they  deposed.  At 
all  events,  we  do  not  feel  warranted  in  so  construing  the  last 
answer  as  to  make  it  relate  back  to  the  previous  answers,  and 
render  them  but  hearsay.  To  exclude  them,  the  plaintiff  should 
have  examined  as  ti  the  witnesses'  means  of  knowledge,  and  not 
have  left  the  matter  doubtful;  for,  in  case  of  doubt,  it  were 
better  that  the  jury  should  havo  the  proof  than  that  ic  should  be 
excluded. 

13.  As  to  the  objection  to  that  portion  of  Davenport's  answer 
to  the  first  cross  interrogatory,  which  says,  "  the  girl  Ju<1y 
went  backwards  and  forwards  from  Garland  Dawkir:8  to  Mrs. 
Nelson,  and  from  Mrs.  N.  to  Dawkins,"  we  need  only  say  that 
the  objection,  being  based  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  not  respon- 
sive to  the  question,  comes  too  late  upon  the  trial,  [t  should 
have  been  made  earlier  ; — but  it  was  not  tenable  upon  the  mer- 
its ;  for  the  question  inquires  for  the  length  of  time  the  girl  was 
in  Mrs.  Nelson's  possession,  and  when  she  was  taken  back  into 
Duwkins'  possession. 

14.  After  setting  out  all  tho  proof,  and  some  additional  ex- 
ceptions to  it,  which  we  do  not  deem  of  sufficient  moment  to  re- 
quire ft  special  notice,  the  bill  of  exceptions  states  that  tho 
court  charged  the  jury,  ^^  that,  if  they  believed  from  the  cvi« 
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dence  that  the  declarations  of  the  alleged  doDor  to  his  sister, 
constituting  the  alleged  gift,  were,  if  she  would  have  a  boy  child 
he  would  give  it  a  negro,  that  this  amounted  only  to  an  inten- 
tion to  give  upon  the  birth  cf  a  boy  child,  and  taken  separately 
would  not  amount  to  a  gift ;  and  that  in  order  to  consummate  a 
gift,  under  such  circumstances,  a  delivery  should  have  been 
made  after  the  birta  of  the  child." 

There  was  proof  tending  to  show  that  Garland  Diwkins,  some 
few  months  before  the  birth  of  the  plaintiff,  delivered  the  mother 
of  the  slaves  sued  for  t^  Mrs.  Nelson,  the  mother  of  the  plain- 
tiff, for  him  ;  that  is,  as  we  understand  Mrs.  Nelson's  proof,  the 
gift  was  made,  and  the  property  was  delivered  to  her  to  belong 
to  her  child,  with  which  she  was  then  pregnant,  should  it  be  a 
J>oy. 

It  seems  now  to  be  the  settled  law,  that  an  infant  is  in  esse 
from  the  time  of  its  conception,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  any 
estate  for  its  benefit,  provided  it  be  afterwards  bom  alive,  and 
after  such  a  period  of  foetal  existence  that  its  continuance  in  life 
might  be  reasonably  expected. — Harper  et  ux.  v.  Archer,  4 
Sm.  &  M.  109,  and  cases  there  cited.  Such  being  the  rule  of 
law,  if  an  actual  delivery  of  the  slave  was  made  to  the  mother 
while  she  was  pregnant  with  the  plaintiff,  as  a  consummated 
gift  to  her  child  in  the  event  it  should  be  a  boy,  this  would  vest 
in  him  an  inchoate  right,  which  would  become  perfected  at  his 
birth,  without  any  further  or  other  delivery.  The  mother  would 
hold  in  trust  for  him. 

It  is  not  our  province  to  decide  whether  the  facts  proved 
show  that  a  gift  was  perfected  before  the  plaintiff's  birth.  This 
is  a  matter  for  the  jury,  as  the  evidence  is  conflicting.  It  is 
sufficient  that  there  was  some  evidence  tending  to  show  that  fact, 
and  this  was  virtually  withdrawn  from  the  jury  by  the  charge, 
which  assumed  that,  although  there  may  have  been  a  delivery  in 
June,  before  the  plaintiff's  birth  in  October,  1823,  yet  such 
delivery  for  him  could  not  render  the  gift  perfect,  as  in  the 
opinion  of  the  court  it  required  a  delivery  after  his  birth  in 
order  to  consummate  the  gift.  In  this  the  judge  mistook  the 
law,  and  for  this  and  the  other  noticed  errors,  the  cause  must  be 
remanded. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  caoio  remanded. 
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1.  la  an  action  against  the  owners  of  a  steamboitt  to  reeoTer  damftges  for  th« 
loss  of  a  slave,  who  was  hired  as  a  deck  hand  on  the  boat,  and  was  killed  in 
conseqaence  of  a  colliaion  with  another  boat  occasioned  by  the  negltgenoe 
and  want  of  skill  of  the  former's  officers,  one  of  the  part-owners  acting  as 
eaptain  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  eridenoe  of  his  general  repatation  as  4i 
steamboat  captain  is  admissible,  as  tending  to  proTe  notice  of  his  incom- 
petency to  the  defendants. 

2.  In  8uch  nn  action,  a  witness  for  plaintiff  was  osked  *<  what  was  the 
general  repatation  of  said  defendant  as  a  steamboat  captain,*'  and  answered 
that  hs  had  no  repn ration,  for  the  reason  that  he  had  no  experif>nc6, 
and  that  he  regarded  him  as  wholly  incompetent  for  snoh  a  duty :" 
Beidt  that  the  question  and  answer  were  admissible. 

8.  When  evidence  is  offered  and  admitted  for  a  purpose  for  which  it  Is  in- 
admissible, its  admission  is  not  an  error  which  will  reTer8e,if  the  record  also 
shows  that  it  was  admissible  for  another  pnrpoee;  if  the  oppodte  party 
wishes  to  limit  its  effect,  he  must  do  so  by  requesting  Instructions  to 
the  Jury. 

4.  A  person  acquainted  with  the  narigation  of  the  river,  and  a  witness  'of 
the  collision,  may  give  his  opinion  as  an  expert  whether  the  particular  act 
which  occasioned  it  was  an  act  of  prudence  and  discretion  on  the  part  of 
the  officers. 

The  off'ners  of  the  boat  would  be  responsible  for  the  loss  of  the 
slare,  if  his  death  wis  the  legitimate  and  natural  consequence  of  the 
colli>ion,  and  the  collision  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants; 
and  if  his  death  was  occasioned  by  his  own  act  in  leaping  into  the  river, 
when  frightened  out  of  his  ordinary  presence  of  mind  by  the  excitement, 
confosion  and  danger  caused  by  the  collision,  it  would  be  the  legiti- 
mate consequence  of  that  collision. 

6.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  owners  to  use  due  care  in  providing  competent  offi- 
cers for  the  boat,  and  the  bailor  may  hold  them  responsible  for  the  neglect 
of  this  duty,  although  be  had  the  means  of  knowing  the  officers'  characters 
for  care  and  skill  when  he  hired  his  slave  to  them. 

7.  Where  two  persons  are  employed  in  the  same  general  business  by  a 
common  employer,  if  one  U  injured  by  the  negligence  of  the  other,  the 
employer  is  not  responsible  ( per  tot.  eur.;)  but  whether  this  rule  applies 
to  owners  of  a  steamboat,  when  sued  for  the  loss  of  a  slave  who  was  hired 
as  a  deck  hand  on  thd  boat,  and  whose  death  was  caused  by  a  collision 
occasioned  by  the  carelessness  of  the  captain,  who  was  one  of  the 
owners,  qiuere?  (Chief  Justice  Chit.ton  and  Justice  Liaon  holding  the 
negative,  and  Justices  Qoldtbwaiti  and  Phbt^n  the  affirmative.) 

8.  If  the  collision  was  caused  by  the  negligence  or  fault  of  the  pilot,  and 
the  owners  had  the  means  of  knowing  that  he  was  careless  and  rtcUeeSt 
they  are  lefponsible  fer  the  ii^oxy. 
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Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Mobile. 
Tried  berore  the  Hon.  Lyman  Gibbons. 

Parham  brought  an  action  on  the  case  against  the  plaintiffs 
in  error,  as  co- partners  and  owners  of  the  steamboat  Wm.  R. 
King,  for  the  value  of  a  slave  named  June,  who  was  hired  as  a 
deck  hand  on  the  boat,  and  who,  it  was  alleged,  came  to  his 
death  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants.  It  app2ars 
from  the  record,  that  on  the  night  of  the  5th  Feb.,  1847,  a  col- 
lision took  place  between  the  Wm.  R.  King  and  another  steamboat, 
called  Winona,  a  short  distance  below  IJeckley's  Landing  on  the 
Tombeckbee  River,  by  which  the  former  was  so  much  damaged 
that,  after  some  ineffectual  efforts  to  stop  the  leak,  she  was  run 
up  to  the  said  landing,  and  there  run  ashore,  where  she  sank  by 
the  stern,  her  bows  resting  on  the  bank ;  about  fifteen  minutes 
elapsed  between  the  collision  and  her  sinking.  Soon  after  the 
collision,  the  slave  June,  with  some  other  hands,  was  ordered 
nft  to  launch  the  yawl,  which  was  aft  on  the  lower  deck ;  ono  of 
these  hands  was  afterwards  found  drowned  in  the  yawl,  and 
June  was  also  found  drowned  a  little  below  the  stern  of  the  boat. 
There  was  evidence  conducing  to  show,  that  after  the  bows  of 
the  boat  had  reached  the  bank,  and  when  there  was  full  oppor- 
tunity for  all  persons  on  the  boat  in  front  of  the  wheel-house, 
having  ordinary  prude  nee  or  presence  of  mind,  to  reach  the 
shore,  June  unnecessarily  jumped  overboard  into  the  river,  from 
a  part  of  the  boat  in  front  of  the  wheel-house,  and  was  drownctl ; 
that  much  excitement,  confusion  and  alarm  prevailed  on  board 
of  the  boat  after  the  collision,  and  that  the  slave  who  jumped 
overboard,  supposed  to  be  June,  seemed  to  bo  ^'  confused  and 
friflrhtened"  at  the  time. 

Major  Cook,  who  was  one  of  the  owners  of  the  boat,  was 
acting  as  captain  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  and  was  on  the 
hurricane  deck  in  command  of  the  boat  when  it  took  place. 
There  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  he  was  incompetent 
for  that  station,  by  reason  of  his  want  of  skill  and  experience, 
and  that  the  collision  took  place  in  consequence  of  his  want  of 
skill;  and  that  the  pilot  of  the  boat  was  also  an  incompetent 
man  for  his  station,  by  reason  of  his  reckless  character.  There 
waS)  however,  conflicting  evidence  on  all  these  points.— 
The  evidence  also  showed  that,  on  our  river  steamboats,  tbo 
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pilot  is  subject  to  the  orders  of  tho  captain,  and  steers  by  bis 
directions ;  and  that  slaves  hire  for  greater  wages  as  deck  hands 
on  steamboats,  than  elsewhere,  in  consequence  of  the  nature  of 
the  service.  To  show  that  the  collision  took  place  in  conse- 
quence of  the  negligence  of  the  officers  of  the  Wm.  R.  King,  the 
plaiiitiff  introduced  a  witness  (Mr.  Charles)  who  was  well  ac- 
quainted with  the  customs  and  usages  of  the  river,  frotn  a  ser* 
vice  of  nine  years  on  steamboats,  and  who  was  the  clerk  of  the 
Winona  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  and  saw  wl  at  occurred. 
PlaintiiF  asked  this  witness,  '^  Was  the  act  of  the  King,  in 
turning  across  the  river  when  and  where  she  did,  that  of  pru- 
dence and  discretion  ?"  The  defendants  objected  to  this  ques* 
tion,  but  their  objection  was  overruled.  The  witness  answered : 
*^  The  act  of  the  King,  in  turning  across  at  that  time  and  place, 
was  not  one  of  prudence,  but  of  gross  carelessness  and  misman- 
agement." Defendants  also  objected  to  this  answer,  but  their 
objection  was  overruled,  and  they  excepted. 

Plaintiff  also  asked  one  of  his  witnesses,  "  What  is  the  gen* 
eral  reputation  of  said  Cook  as  a  steamboat  captain ;"  to  which 
questioTi,  befjrc  the  taking  of  tho  deposition,  the  defendants 
oljected.  Tho  witness  answered,  *'Cook  had  no  reputation, 
for  the  reason  that  he  had  no  experience,  and  he  regarded  him  as 
wholly  incompetent  for  such  a  dut}'.*'  The  court  allowed  the 
answer  to  be  read  in  evidence. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  as  follows : 

That  before  they  could  find  for  the  plaintiff,  they  must  bo 
satisfied  from  the  evidence  that  the  collision  was  occasioned  by 
the  carelessness  or  want  of  skill  of  the  officers  of  the  King,  and 
that  the  death  of  the  negro  was  the  legitimate  and  natural  con- 
sequence of  tho  collision,  as  contra-distinguished  from  the 
inevitable  consequence  thereof;  that  even  if  the  negro  had  an 
opportunity  of  escaping,  by  the  use  of  ordinary  care  and  pre- 
Si-nce  of  mind,  yet,  if  he  lost  his  presence  of  mind  from  fright, 
and  so  jumped  overboard,  and  this  fright  and  lops  of  presence 
of  mind  were  occasioned  by  the  carelessness  or  negligence  of  tho 
officers  of  the  boat,  the  defendants  would  still  bo  liable  to  plain- 
tiff for  his  death. 

That,  as  a  general  principle,  it  was  true  that  where  two  per- 
sons are  employed  by  a  common  employer  about  the  same  general 
bottness^  and  one  of  them  is  injured  by  the  negligence  of  tho  otberi 
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the  commoQ  employer  is  not  responsible  for  that  injury ;  yet  tliii 
principle  was  not  applicablo  to  the  present  case,  for  two  reasons : 
1st,  if  the  injury  arose  from  the  carelessness  or  incompetency  of 
Cook  as  captain,  sbce  he  was  also  one  of  the  owners,  he  and  his 
co-owners  were  responsible ;  2d,  if  the  collision  occurred  from  the 
negligence  of  the  pilot,  then  the  further  question  arises,  Did  the 
owners  exercise  due  and  proper  care  and  diligence  in  the  em- 
ployment  of  him  as  pilot  1  and  if  they  did  exercise  such  proper 
care  and  diligence  in  employing  him,  then  they  are  not  liable ; 
but  if,  on  the  other  hand,  they  employed  him  as  a  pilot,  know- 
ing him  to  be  careless  and  reckless,  or  having  the  means  of 
knowing  that  such  was  his  character,  then  they  are  liable. 

That  in  hiring  hands  to  work  on  a  steamboat,  there  was  an 
implied  contract,  on  the  part  of  the  owners,  that  they  will  use 
proper  care  and  diligence  that  the  captain,  pilot  and  other  offi- 
cers employed  in  navigating  the  boat,  shall  he  competent  to 
discharge  their  respective  duties. 

The  defendants  excepted  to  these  several  charges,  and  re« 
quested  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  as  follows : 

1.  That,  if  the  said  slave  and  the  pilot  were  both  hired  by 
the  defendants,  und  employed  on  the  same  boat,  and  if  the  loss 
of  the  slave  occurred  from  the  negligence  or  misconduct  of  the 
said  pilot  in  navigating  the  boat,  defendants  are  not  liable  in 
this  action. 

2.  That,  if  tliey  found  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  hiring, 
knew,  or  had  the  nionns  of  knowinp:,  who  was  the  captain  and 
who  the  pilot  of  said  I  oat,  and  their  skill  and  capacity,  and 
that  the  loss  occurred  from  the  want  of  skill  or  capacity  of  the 
captain  or  pilot,  then  plaintiff  cannot  recover. 

The  court  rt-fused  these  cliurges,  and  the  defendants  excepted. 

The  several  rulings  of  the  court  on  the  evidence,  the  charges 
given,  and  tho  refusal  to  chargj  as  requested,  are  now  assigned 
for  error. 

Wm.  G.  Jongs,  for  plaintiffs  in  error : 

"  If  a  servant,  by  his  negligence  while  actually  employed  in 
hia  master's  business,  does  any  damage  to  a  stranger,  the  mas- 
ter shall  answer  for  his  neglect." — 1  Bl.  Com.  431.  This 
principle  has  been  established  for  centuries,  and  the  books  are 
full  of  cases  showing  its  application.    No  case,  however,  can  be 
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found  in  England  prior  to  the  year  1837,  in  which  it  was  even 
attempted  to  make  the  master  responsible  to  one  of  his  servants 
for  an  injnry  resulting  from  the  negligence  or  unskillfulness  of  a 
fellow  servant  employed  by  the  same  master  in  the  same  gene- 
ral business.  The  entire  absence  of  any  such  case,  for  so  long 
a  time,  during  which  such  injuries  must  frequently  have  hap- 
pened, is  persuasive,  almost  conclusive  evidence,  that  the  master 
is  not  responsible  to  his  servant  in  such  cases.  The  first  at- 
tempt to  establish  such  a  liability,  was  in  the  case  of  Priestly  r. 
Fowler,  8  M.  &  W.  1,  decided  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  1837. 
It  was  admitted  by  the  eminent  counsel  who  argued  that  case, 
and  the  more  eminent  judge  who  decided  it,  that  it  was  without 
precedent.  Not  a  single  authority  was  cited,  either  in  the 
argument  or  judgment.  It  was  argued  and  decided  entirely  on 
principle.  The  decision  was,  that  the  master  is  not  responsi- 
ble to  his  servant  for  an  injury  done  him  by  the  negligence  or 
unskillfulness  of  a  fellow  servant  employed  in  the  same  general 
business.  This  decision  has  been  since  followed  and  confirmed 
in  England,  by  the  case  of  Winterbottom  v.  Wright,  10  M  &. 
W.  109,  and  the  recent  cases  of  Hutchinson  v.  The  York, 
Newcastle  &  Berwick  Railway  Co.,  and  Wigmore  v.  Jay,  re- 
ported in  the  Monthly  Law  Reporter  for  December,  1860,  p. 
879-94.  In  1838,  the  case  of  Murray  v.  The  South  Carolina 
Railroad  Company,  1  McMul.  385,  was  argued  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  South  Carolina.  It  was  admitted  to  be  without  pre- 
cedent, (the  counsel  and  court  probably  not  being  aware  of  the 
decision  made  in  England  the  preceding  year,)  and  was  argued 
and  decided  on  principle.  The  court  in  South  Carolina  came  to 
the  same  conclusion,  and  on  the  same  principles,  as  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  in  England.  The  next  case  arose  in  Massachu- 
setts in  1842.— Farwell  v.  The  Boston  &  Worcester  R.  Road 
Co.,  4  Mete.  49.  It  was  elaborately  argued  and  considered, 
and  the  same  decision  made  as  in  the  two  preceding  cases.  To 
the  same  efiect,  in  the  same  State,  is  the  late  case  of  Hays  v. 
The  Western  R.  Road  Co.,  8  Cushing  270.  The  same  doc- 
trine is  held  in  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Maxwell,  6 
HQl  592 ;  and  in  Pennsylvania,  in  Strange  v.  McCormick,  Law 
Reporter  for  April,  1851,  p.  619.  The  principle  on  which  all  the 
cases  rest,  is  also  settled  in  North  Carolina,  in  the  well  reasoned 
case  of  Heathcock  v.  Pennington,  11  Ired.  640 ;  and  also  in 
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Alabama,  in  Williamson  &  Hitchcock  v.  Taylor,  4  Port.  234. 
To  this  strong  array  of  high  authority,  the  only  case  that  I 
find  opposed,  U  the  Georgia  case  of  Scudder  v.  Woodbridge,  1 
Kelly  195  Even  that  case  admits  the  principle,  but  hohis,  on 
some  fniicicd  grounds  of  policy  or  humanity,  that  it  does  not  apply 
to  the  case  of  slaves.  It  is  submitted  that  such  a  distinction  is 
untenable  on  any  principle  of  law,  policy  or  humanity.  Accord- 
ing to  tlmt  case,  if  a  free  white  man  and  a  slave  are  both  hired 
as  deck  li^nds  on  the  same  steamboat,  and  they  are-both  equally 
injured  by  an  explosion  occasioned  by  the  carelessness  or  unskill- 
fulness  of  the  engineer,  the  white  man  would  have  no  redress 
agjunst  t'le  owner  of  the  boat,  but  the  owner  of  ihe  slave  would 
have  sue!)  redress.  Such  a  doctrine  is  absurd,  and  directly 
contrary  to  t'le  <lecij»i()n  of  this  court  in  4  Por.  234.  Nor  is 
t'ure  :n'3'  principle  of  policy  or  lmmar»ity  that  requires  this  dis- 
t:  I'.iir'j,  hiu<vl>n  >u-l'.'  t'je  revcr-^'.  Ctm  n'y  humanity  would 
/'(I  liic  -.f  tlu'  t/iv[jcr  of  :i  ylave,  lu'foio  lii-'-^  'im  out  in  as  bus- 
■\\  .1)  a  bti"^  ]<^.-s  as  that  of  a  deck  h.  .» I  uu  a  steamboat,  to 
.ii  ;ui.\.'  j;:d  satisfy  himself  of  the  proper  construction  of  the 
lo.t  an  I  its  machinery,  and  the  carefulness  and  skill  of  its 
oilicers,  and  make  it  also  his  pecuniary  interest  to  inquire  into 
tills,  by  throwing  on  him  the  hazard  of  less.  On  the  other  hand, 
if  the  loss  is  thrown  on  the  steamboat  owner,  the  slave  owner 
need  make  no  such  inquiries.  He  need  only  satisfy  himself  of 
the  solvency  of  the  steamboat  owner.  It  is  easy  to  see  by  which 
prir.ciple  the  life  and  safety  of  the  alave  would  be  best  protected* 
Neither  is  there  any  good  ground  for  the  supposed  distinction^ 
by  which  the  immunity  of  the  master  is  supposed  to  depend  on 
the  fact  of  his  having  employed  skillful  and  careful  servants. 
This,  it  is  true,  is  hinted  at  in  some  of  the  cases  cited,  bat  it 
has  never  been  decided  in  any.  It  is  scarcely  a  dictum.  It 
has  no  foundation  in  principle,  but  it  is  wholly  inconsistent  with 
the  principle  on  which  the  cases  are  decided.  With  respect  to 
strangers,  the  liability  of  the  employer  does  not  at  all  depend 
on  the  general  skill  or  want  of  skill  of  the  servant.  It  depends 
on  the  unskillful  or  negligent  conduct  of  the  servant  in  the  par- 
ticular act  which  occasioned  the  injury.  If  a  railroad  company 
were  to  employ  the  most  careless  and  ignorant  man  on  earth  as 
engineer,  and  an  accident  were  to  happen  by  which  a  passenger 
was  iDJare49  if  it  were  ahown  that  the  enj^eer  acted  on  that 
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particular  occasion  with  due  care  and  skill,  the  company  would 
not  be  responsible*  On  the  other  hand,  no  matter  how  skillful 
and  prudent  the  engineer  may  be,  yet,  if  the  injury  were  occa- 
sioned by  his  unskillfulness  or  negligence  on  that  particular 
occasion,  the  company  would  be  liable.  The  liability,  then, 
does  not  depend  at  all  upon  the  general  skill  or  prudence  of  the 
servant,  or  his  general  want  of  skill  or  prudence.  It  would 
seem,  then,  that  there  is  no  foundation  for  the  distinction 
attempted  to  be  made. 

This  is  an  action  on  the  case,  for  an  alleged  breach  of  duty. 
It  is  not  an  action  on  a  contract,  express  or  implied.  In  all 
the  oases  above  cited,  the  courts  recognize  the  settled  distinction 
between  actions  on  the  case  for  a  torty  and  an  action  of  assump- 
sit on  a  contract.  They  say  that  as  to  strangers,  as  to  the 
public  at  large,  there  is  a  duty  imposed  on  stage  owners,  steam- 
boat owners,  railroad  companies,  and  others  engaged  in  similar 
business,  for  a  breach  of  which  they  are  responsible  to  a  stranger 
who  is  injured  thereby  ;  but  as  to  their  servants  and  employers, 
there  is  no  such  duty.  As  between  the  employer  and  employee, 
it  is  altogether  a  matter  of  contract.  In  all  these  hazardous 
employments,  the  hazard  is  as  well  known  to  tho  employee  as 
the  employer.  The  servant  charges  and  receives  higher  wages 
in  consequence  of  the  greater  risk,  and  there  is  no  implied  con- 
tract of  indemnity  against  such  risks.  Having  been  paid  the 
price  he  stipulated  for  to  incur  the  risk,  when  loss  occurs,  it 
would  bo  most  iniquitous,  not  only  to  allow  him  to  throw  off  the 
loss  from  bis  own  shoulders,  bnt  to  cast  it  upon  one  who  has 
paid  him  to  bear  it.  This  just  and  equitable  doctrine  is  fully 
recognized  and  asserted  in  the  cases  before  cited. — See,  espe- 
cially, 4  Por.  289-40 ;  2  Met.  440 ;  4  i6. 67;  2  Story's  R.  176 ; 
1  McMullan  401-2;  the  opinion  of  Baron  Alderson,  L.  Reporter 
for  Dec,  1850,  p.  391-2 ;  the  close  of  the  opinion  in  L.  Reporter 
for  April,  1861,  p.  628;  4  Mete.  66  and  60;  11  Ired.  643-4. 
If  the  principles  contended  for  be  correct,  the  court  below  erred 
in  its  charges  and  refusal  to  charge  on  these  points. 

The  court  also  erred  in  charging,  generally,  that,  if  the  loss  was 
occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  servants  of  the  defendants, 
the  defendants  were  liable.  The  law  is  well  settled,  that  in  such 
cases  the  defendants  are  only  liable  for  gross  negligence,  not  for 
ordinarj  negligence.    Precisdj  Bocb  a  charge  was  held  errone- 
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0U8  by  this  eonrt  in  the  case  before  cited  from  4  Porter,  and  the 
judgment  was  reversed  on  that  ground. — See  cases  before  cited. 

The  court  also  erred  in  not  giving  the  charge  requested  as  to 
Parham's  knowledge  of  the  officers  of  the  boat,  and  their  char- 
acter and  qualifications,  before  he  hired  the  negro  to  the  defend- 
ants. If  he  had  such  knowledge,  he  certainly  ought  to  be  bound 
by  it.     This  is  also  shown  by  the  case  in  4  Porter. 

The  court  also  erred  in  admitting  the  testimony  objected  to  as 
the  opinions  of  the  witnesses  as  to  Cook's  character ;  also  in 
allowing  a  witness  to  give  his  opinion  as  to  the  imprudence  of 
crossing  the  river  at  a  particular  time  and  place.  He  should 
have  stated  the  facts,  and  not  his  opinion.  In  Johnson  v.  The 
State,  17  Ala.  628,  this  court  decided  (Parsons,  J.,  delivering 
the  opinion)  that  a  witness  could  not  testify  that  on  a  particular 
occasion  a  man  ^^  looked  serious*"  It  was  considered  that  this 
was  not  a  fact,  but  an  opinion,  and  therefore  improper  to  be 
^ven  in  evidence.  It  is  respectfully  submitted  that  this  is  a 
strong  case  against  receiving  opinions  in  evidence,  and  as  to 
what  is  opinion,  as  contra-distinguished  from  fact. 

Certainly,  the  admission  of  the  part  of  Charles's  testimony 
which  was  objected  to,  was  inadmissible. — Sills  v.  Brown,  9  C. 
&  P.  (38  Eng.  Com.  L.  R.  247);  Malton  v.  Nesbit,  1  C.  &  P. 
70,  (11 E.  C.  L.  318) ;  Jemison  v.  Drinkald,  12  Moore,  (22  E. 
C.  L.  R.  442). 

There  was  strong  evidence  conducing  to  show,  that,  after  the 
collision,  and  before  the  sinking  of  the  boat,  the  boat  was  run  to 
the  shore,  and  every  person  had  an  opportunity  to  go  ashore 
without  risk ;  that  the  negro  might  have  done  so,  by  the  use  of 
ordinary  prudence,  but  he  unnecessarily  and  imprudently  jumped 
overboard,  in  a  state  of  alarm,  and  thus  by  his  own  wrongful 
act  contributed  to,  and  in  fact  caused,  his  own  death.  It  has 
been  seen  from  the  case  in  4  Porter,  that  the  master  can  have 
no  redress,  unless  the  slave,  had  he  been  a  free  man,  could  have 
maintained  an  action.  It  is  well  settled,  that  ^^a  plaintiff  suing 
for  negligence,  must  himself  be  without  fault." — Brown  v.  M ax- 
weU,  6  HiU  593;  Rathbun  v.  Payne,  19  Wend.  400.  "  If 
the  plaintiff's  negligence  concurred  in  any  way  in  producing 
the  injury,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  verdict." — Pluckwell 
v.  Wilson,  5  Car.  &  P.  375,  (24  £.  C.  L.  R.  868.)  See,  also, 
on  this  point,  Williuns  v.  HoUi^d,  6  Car.  &  P.  24,  (25  E-  C. 
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L.  R,  261) ;  Hartfield  v.  Roper,  21  Wend-  615 ;  6  Cowen  189 ; 
12  Pick.  177;  llEasteO*  This  doctrine  seems  especially 
applicable  to  cases  of  collision.  The  case  in  which  the  doctrine 
is  most  clearly  considered  and  stated,  is  the  case  of  Jones  v. 
Boyce,  1  Starkie's  R.  493,  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.  482.)  In  that  case 
the  defendant  was  proprietor  of  a  stage  coach,  in  which  the 
plabtiff  was  a  passenger  riding  on  the  top.  The  stage,  by  the 
breaking  of  some  of  the  harness  which  were  defective,  was  placed 
in  imminent  danger  of  being  upset,  and  the  plaintiff  jumped  from 
the  coach  and  broke  his  leg.  Lord  EUcnborongh  said,  the 
plaintiff  might  recover,  "  if  he  was  placed  by  the  misconduct  of 
the  defendant  in  such  a  situation  as  obh'ged  him  to  adopt  the 
alternative  of  a  dangerous  leap,  or  to  remain  at  certain  peril,'* 
&c.  "  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  plaintiff's  act  resulted  from  a 
rash  apprehension  of  danger,  which  did  not  exist,  and  the  injury 
which  he  sustained  is  to  be  attributed  to  rashness  and  impru- 
dence, he  is  not  entitled  to  recover.''  In  the  case  under  con- 
sideration, ail  danger  to  the  slave  from  the  collision  had  entirely 
ceased;  the  boat  had  been  run  to  the  shore;  passengers  had 
passed  from  the  boat  to  the  shore,  and  back  from  the  shore  to 
the  boat.  Then  the  slave  rashly,  unnecessarily  and  impru- 
dently jumped  overboard,  and  drowned  himself.  Under  such 
circumstances,  the  court  should  have  given  the  charge  asked  on 
this  point,  and  erred  in  refusing  it. 

Jno.  a.  Campbell,  contra: 

The  rule  of  law  found  in  the  oldest  books  is,  ^^  that  acts  done 
by  a  servant,  within  the  line  of  his  employment,  are  esteemed  to 
be  the  acts  of  the  master ;  that  it  is  through  favor  and  indul- 
gence a  person  is  authorized  to  employ  the  agency  of  another, 
and  consequently  it  is  reasonable  that  he  should  be  responsible 
for  the  conduct  of  his  substitute  within  the  line  of  his  employ- 
ment."—5  B.  &  C.  547  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.  811.)  The  attempt 
to  engraft  an  exception  on  this  general  rule  was  first  made  in 
England  some  years  ago,  and  was,  to  a  certain  extent,  success- 
ful. This  was  in  relation  to  the  master's  liability  to  a  servant 
for  the  conduct  of  his  fellow-servant.  The  role  to  be  gleaned 
from  the  cases  in  England  and  this  country,  upon  this  subject, 
is,^^  that  where  a  master  uses  due  diligence  m  the  selection  of 
competent  and  trusty  servants,  and  furnishes  them  with  suita- 
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ble  means  to  perform  the  service  in  which  be  employs  them,  he 
is  not  answerable  to  one  of  them  for  an  injury  received  \tj  him 
in  conseqaence  of  the  carelessness  of  another,  while  both  are 
engaged  in  the  same  service." 

In  this  case,  the  owner  of  the  boat  was  himself  the  captain ; 
his  duty  was  to  direct  the  navigation  ;  he  was  engaged  in  the 
performance  of  his  duties  when  the  collision  took  place ;  the  ser- 
vant was  under  his  immediate  command  and  direction,  and  no 
evidence  was  offered  tending  to  the  conclusion,  or  even  raising 
the  suspicion,  that  the  pilot  acted  without  or  against  orders. 
The  question  involved  is,  whether  an  employer  is  responsible  to 
his  employee,  for  injuries  occasioned  by  his  want  of  skill  or  mis- 
management, or  by  the  want  of  skill  and  mismanagement  of  those 
acting  immediately  under  his  directions  and  in  his  presence. 

In  the  case  of  Randleson  v.  Murray,  8  Ad,  &  £.  109,  the 
owner  of  a  ware-house  was  held  liable  to  a  carter  in  in  his  employ- 
ment, for  injuries  received  from  the  unskillful  and  negligent 
conduct  of  a  porter  engaged  in  his  employment  about  the  same 
ware-house.  The  case  of  Denison  v.  Seymour,  9  Wend.  9, 
places  the  liability  of  Cook  beyond  all  question.  The  head-note 
is :  ''  The  master  of  a  steamboat  employed  in  the  transportation 
of  passengers,  like  the  master  of  a  vessel  engaged  in  the  merchant 
service,  is  answerable  for  the  diligence  of  all  to  whom  is  entrusted 
the  management  of  the  vessel ;"  and  he  was  held  liable  for  the 
acts  of  his  pilot,  though  he  was  not  on  duty  himself.  The 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  important  case  of 
The  New  Jersey  Steam  Navigation  Co.  v.  Merchants* 
Bank  of  Boston,  6  Howard  814,  883,  393,  intimate  a  doubt 
whether  a  party  could  contract  for  exemption  from  liability  for 
negligence,  unskillfulness  or  misconduct.  A  person  assuming  a 
charge  requiring  skill  of  which  he  is  destitute,  if  a  loss  arises  in 
consequence  of  bis  want  of  skill,  is  guilty  of  gross  neglect ;  the 
want  of  skill  is  imputable  as  such. — 2  Hawks  145  ;  Story  on 
Bailments  §§  175,  176,  179,  431. 

The  master  of  the  vessel  is  the  substitute  for  the  owners,  in 
all  that  concerns  the  navigation  of  the  boat ;  his  powers  extend 
to  the  punishment  of  the  crew,  and  to  the  use  of  whatever  is 
necessary  for  the  government  of  the  vessel;  and  where  the  persons 
employed  on  the  boat  are  slaves,  this  dominion  is  increased  by 
their  peculiar  character,  and  the  nature  of  their  relations.  This 
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dominion  is  given,  because  of  the  vast  responsibility  that  attaches 
to  his  office.  Life  and  property  are  both  dependent  upon  his 
sagacity,  fidelity  and  skill.  To  the  parties  who  are  subject  to 
this  dominion  he  is  personally  responsible  for  its  exercise.  The 
owners,  tvho  delegate  to  him  this  authority,  are  also  responsible, 
because  he  is  of  their  selection,  is  engaged  to  do  their  work,  and 
they  receive  the  profits. 

The  claim  of  Cook,  in  this  case,  calls  for  the  establishment  of 
the  rule,  that  there  is  no  responsibility  between  the  owners  and 
masters  of  the  boat  and  the  men  on  board.  Suppose  a  slavo 
were  recommended  as  fit  for  the  employment,  and  by  his  unfit- 
ness the  boat  suffered  an  injury.  Would  not  his  master  be 
responsible  ?  Is  not  every  hired  servant  (free  person)  respon- 
sible for  his  negligence  and  misconduct  to  his  employer  ?  It  is 
objected  that  the  words  of  the  charge  are  improper.  We  say, 
that,  if  Cook  wished  the  degrees  of  the  carelessness  and  negligence 
defined,  by  the  court  below,  he  should  have  requested  the  defi- 
nition ;  the  court  was  not  required  voluntarily  to  define  them. 
The  owner  of  the  boat  being  the  master,  and  the  acts  of  careless- 
ness or  mismanagement  which  produced  the  collision  being  his, 
he  is  responsible  for  them.  The  words  '^  carelessness  and  want 
of  skilP'  cannot  be  made  more  expressive  by  the  use  of  the  qual- 
ifying word  "  gross."  "  Carebssness"  is  a  superlative,  and  is 
equivalent  to  extreme  neglect. 

The  charge  of  the  court  upon  the  conduct  of  the  slave,  in 
leaping  into  the  river,  is  sustained  by  the  decision  of  the  U.  S. 
Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  Stokes  v.  Saltonstall,  13  Peters 
181,  upon  which  it  was  founded.  The  evidence  shows  that  there 
was  excitement,  alarm,  peril,  confusion  on  board.  Whose  con- 
duct ocsasioned  all  these?  The  law  is  stated  with  groat 
precision  by  the  Chief  Justice,  in  the  charge  given  to  tic  ;  i  -^ 
as  reported  in  18  Po ters,  ^wpra.  To  excuse  tho  p:::;.  v.;> 
proluce«l  the  peril,  tl  >r.'  must  have  boon  rasiii'.o:^,  r.  ci:  •  j ..  •, 
fright  produced  \>j  ../  a  <  quate  cause.  'i'n(!c:tjo  cVudIji- 
burgh  V.  Truax,  i  i>::n)  ^M-l-,  is  an  aut'.Drity  on  t;::>j  p'U'it  ; 
also  Giiille  v.  Swan,  10  Johns.  881.  Ew'u  in  tl.()>o  c:i-:us 
where  the  person  who  suffl-rs  the  injury  is  in  fault,  dainagcs  are 
sometimes  recoverable. — 19  Conn.  507  ;  22  Vnrm.  213.  The 
doctrine  contended  for  by  plaintiffs  in  error,  that,  if  the  plain- 
tilPtf  negligouce  concurred  in  any   way  in  producing  the  injury, 
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the  defendants  are  entitled  to  a  verdict,  does  not  apply  here. 
That  principle  applies  to  a  case  where  both  parties  were  in  fault 
in  creating  the  cause  of  danger :  as  where  the  injury  was  pro- 
duced by  collisions,  in  which  the  party  injured  was  out  of  place, 
or  driving  furiously,  or  failed  to  keep  a  proper  watch,  or  to 
maintain  signals,  and  thus  contributed  to  mislead  the  other, 
who  inflicted  the  injury.  This  doctrine  is  qualified,  as  will  be 
seen  in  the  cases  commented  on  in  19  Conn.,  supra.  See  also 
22  Verm.  213 ;  41  E.  C.  L.  R.  422.  The  case  cited  from  1 
Stark.  493  does  not  sustain  the  exception.  The  charge  in  the 
case  of  Stokes  v.  Saltonstall,  mpra^  was  framed  upon  that  case, 
and  its  meaning  was  fully  examined  in  the  discussion. 

The  remaining  question  is  upon  the  evidence  of  character^nd 
skill,  and  the  opinions  of  the  witnesses  upon  the  negligence.  The 
opinions  of  witnesses  were  taken  in  10  Howard  670.  They  are 
always  taken  in  courts  of  admiralty. — Conk.  Adm.  307,  308, 
309.  The  authorities  show  that  they  are  admissible  in  courts 
of  law.— 18  Ohio  375 ;  12  Illinois  369  ;  6  Ala.  212  ;  11  Ala. 
732.  The  opinion  of  Charles  was  framed  upon  a  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  facts  :  he  was  present,  and  was  acquainted  with  the 
rules  of  navigation.  The  case  of  Malton  v.  Nesbit,  1  C.  &  P. 
70,  sustains  the  admissibility  of  his  evidence.  The  case  of 
Jameson  v.  Drinkald,  12  Moore  148,  also  sustains  the  decision 
of  the  court  below.  The  decision  in  Sills  v.  Brown,  9  Car. 
&  P.  601,  steers  clear  of  this  case.  There,  a  nautical  witness 
was  asked,  whether  he  thought,  having  heard  the  evidence  iu  the 
cause,  the  conduct  of  the  captain  was  right ;  our  question  was, 
whether  a  change  of  direction,  at  a  particular  time  and  place, 
and  under  given  circumstances,  was  skillful  and  prudent. 

The  evidence  oflered  to  show  the  unskillfulness  of  Cook  was 
admissible.  The  witness  said,  he  had  no  reputation  because  he 
had  no  experience,  and  gave  his  own  opinion  from  knowledge ; 
and  the  court  admitted  the  fact,  and  the  opinion  on  which  it  was 
founded.  The  decision  of  the  court  is  supported  by  1  McLean's 
R.  543 ;  3  Dana  383  ;  17  Vermont  499. 

The  last  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  below  could  recover, 
if  he  might  have  found  out  the  qualifications  of  the  captam  and 
pilot.  I  have  attempted  to  show  that  there  was  a  contract  for 
ordinary  skill,  prudence  and  judgment  on  the  part  of  Cook,  and 
that  he  could  not  relieve  himself  from  this  obligation.    The  fact 
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that  he  was  inexperienced  only  imposed  a  greater  obligation  for 
Yigilance  and  care ;  he  should  have  secured  faithful  officers  and 
a  capable  crew.  Parham  was  not  required  to  look  to  this  ;  he 
was  authorized  to  repose  upon  the  integrity  of  Cook,  and  Cook 
cannot  controvert  this  right. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— It  appears  from  the  record,  that, 
in  order  to  show  the  want  of  skill  on  the  part  of  Cook  as  a  steam- 
boat captain,  the  deposition  of  a  witness  who  had  acted  as  such 
for  many  years,  and  was  acquainted  with  Cook,  was  offered  by 
the  plaintiff  below.  In  taking  such  deposition  on  interrogato- 
ries, the  plaintiff  had  asked  this  question  :  ^^  What  is  the  gen- 
eral reputation  of  said  Cook  as  a  steamboat  captain  1"  To 
this  interrogatory  the  defendants  objected,  before  the  taking  of 
the  deposition,  and  at  the  trial  also.  The  court  decided,  that 
evidence  of  such  general  reputation  could  not  be  given  ;  but 
the  witness,  in  answering  such  interrogatory,  having  stated  that 
^^  Cook  had  no  reputation,  for  tho  reason  that  he  had  no  expe- 
rience, and  he  regarded  him  as  wholly  incompetent  for  such  a 
duty,'^  the  court  overruled  the  objection,  and  allowed  the  aifewer 
to  be  read  as  evidence  to  the  jury. 

Our  first  impression,  on  the  examination  of  this  case,  wa^, 
that  the  question  was  illegal,  and  that  the  answer,  although  it 
may  have  contained  some  evidence  applicable  to  the  issue,  should 
have  fallen  with  the  question,  for  the  reason  that  such  portion, 
not  being  responsive  to  any  interrogatory,  was  but  the  state- 
ment of  the  witness  on  oath.  A  more  careful  investigation  has, 
however,  satisfied  us  that  the  question  itself  was  legal  under  the 
circumstances  disclosed  by  the  record.  The  action  was  against 
two  parties,  one  of  whom  was  sought  to  be  charged  as  the  actual 
wrong-doer,  as  well  as  part  owner,  and  the  other  (Scott)  simply 
as  his  co-owner.  The  principle  established  in  the  case  of  Wal- 
ker V.  Boiling,  22  Ala.  294,  is,  that  the  owner  of  a  steamboat 
was  bound  to  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  in  providing  compe- 
tent officers;  and  unquestionably,  under  this  decision,  in  an  action 
to  charge  the  owner,  evidence  showing  that  he  had  notice  *of  the 
incompetency  of  a  particular  officer,  by  whose  neglect  the  injury 
was  occasioned,  would  be  legal  testimony.  The  general  reputa- 
tion of  Cook  for  want  of  skill  as  a  steamboat  captain,  if  not 
evidence  of  the  fact  itself,  at  least  tended  to  prove  notice  to  the 
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owner,  if  the  fact  was  otherwise  established,  (Branch  Bank  r» 
Parker,  5  Ala.  731 ;)  and  as  such  was  admissible  evidence.  So 
also  the  answer,  or  at  least  that  portion  of  it  which  said  that 
^^  Cook  had  no  reputation  for  the  reason  that  he  had  no  experi- 
ence." The  statement  of  an  additional  fact  as  the  basis  of  tbo 
general  character,  is  not,  in  our  opinion,  objectionable ;  and  if 
it  were  so,  a  specific  objection  should  have  been  made  to  thut 
portion  of  the  answer,  as  the  court  was  not  bound  to  separate 
the  legal  from  the  illegal.  That  this  evidence  was  offered  for 
the  purpose  of  proving  the  unskillfulness  of  Cook,  does  not  affect 
its  competency,  if  the  record  shows  that  it  was  admissible  for 
any  other  purpose,  (Lawson  &  Swinney  v.  The  State,  20  Ala. 
55  ;)  and  in  such  case,  if  the  party  wishes  to  restrain  or  limit 
its  effect,  it  must  be  done  by  requesting  instructions  to  the  jury 
with  a  view  to  that  result.— Greene  v.  Tims,  16  Ala.  541. 

Neither  can  the  objection  raised  to  the  evidence  of  the  wif« 
ness  Charles  be  sustained.  He  was  the  clerk  of  the  Winona, 
had  been  in  the  business  for  many  years,  and,  as  we  understand 
his  testimony,  was  possessed  of  that  degree  of  information  as  to 
the  navigation  of  the  river  which  would  entitle  him  to  speak  as 
an  expert,  and  as  such  to  give  his  opinion  as  to  the  skill  or  want 
of  skill  manifested  by  a  particular  act  on  the  part  of  the  officers 
of  the  boat.  A  nautical  person  may  give  his  opinion  as  to 
whether,  upon  the  facts  proved  by  the  plaintiff,  the  coUisior  of 
two  ships  could  have  been  avoided  by  proper  care  on  the  part  of 
the  officers  of  one  of  them.— Fenwick  v.  Bell,  1  Car.  &  Kin. 
812  ;  Malton  v.   Nesbit,  1  Car.  &  Payne  70. 

It  appears  from  the  record,  that  there  was  evidence  conducing 
to  show  that  the  slave  June  leaped  from  the  boat,  into  the  rivei , 
when  there  was  no  necessity  for  him  to  have  done  so  ;  and  upon 
the  trial  it  was  insisted,  that  if  his  death  was  caused  by  his  own 
rashness,  and  not  by  the  act  of  the  plaintiffs  in  errors  they  could 
not  be  held  responsible.  The  charge  given  upon  this  point  was, 
*'  that,  if  the  death  of  the  slave  was  the  legitimate  and  natui  al 
consetiuence  of  the  collision,  though  not  the  inevitable  conse- 
quence, the  defendants  would  be  liable;*'  and  the  judge  a'so 
a'lded,  "  that  if  a  man  of  ordinary  care  and  presence  of  mind 
could  have  saved  himself,  yet,  if  the  slave  was  frightened  out 
of  his  ordinary  presence  of  mind,  by  the  qonfqsion  and  alarm 
occasioned  by  the  collision  of  the  boats,  and  that  collision  waa 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JUNE  TERM,  1863.  85 

Cook  &.  Scott  V.  Parham. 

the  result  of  the  negligent  acts  of  the  defendants,  then  they 
wonll  be  liable"  ;  or,  in  other  words,  that  the  death  in  sach  a 
case  would  be  the  legitimate  consequence  of  such  negligence. 
In  this  charge  there  was  no  error. 

We  concede  that,  where  the  party  who  is  injured  by  the  neg- 
ligent  acts  of  another,  has  contributed  by  his  own  misconduct 
to  produce  the  injury,  he  will  not  be  heard  to  complain,  and 
cannot  recover. — Jones  v.  Boyce,  1  Stark.  R.  498.  But  this 
principle  has  no  application  to  thj  present  case.  That  the  death 
of  the  slave  may  have  been  the  result  of  fright,  or  the  want  of 
presence  of  mind,  occasioned  by  circumstances  of  excitement} 
confusion  and  danger  brought  about  by  the  negligent  acts  of  the 
defendants,  should  not  be  imputed  to  him  as  a  fault ;  nor  could 
we  regard  it  in  any  sense  as  misconduct,  if,  under  like  circum- 
stances, one  should  mistake  the  best  means  of  safety,  and  lose 
his  life  in  the  effort  to  preserve  it«  The  principles  involved  in 
this  branch  of  the  case,  were  fully  anl  ably  considered  in  Stokes 
y.  Saltonstall,  13  Pet.  181,  and  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  that 
case  sustains  that  portion  of  the  charge  to  which  we  have  referred. 

Neither  was  there  any  error  in  the  refusal  of  the  court  to 
instruct  the  jury  "  that,  if  the  plaintiff  knew  or  had  the  means 
of  knowing  the  captain  and  the  pilot  ot  the  boat,  and  their 
character  for  skill  and  care,"  this  would  relieve  the  defendants 
from  liability  for  their  negligence. 

One  of  the  legal  propositions  asserted  by  the  charge  as 
requested,  is,  that  it  devolves  upon  the  bailor  to  ascertain  the 
competency  of  the  officers  of  the  boat  if  he  can  do  so ;  and  this 
proposition  cannot  be  sustained.  We  have  decided,  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  owners  of  the  boat,  to  use  due  care  in  procuring 
competent  servants  or  officers  in  the  management  of  their  busi- 
ness, and  that  the  bailor  has  the  right  to  bold  them  responsible 
for  a  failure  to  discharge  that  duty. —Walker  v.  Boiling,  22 
Ala.  294.  The  officers  of  a  steamboat  are  removalile  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  owners ;  and  a  just  sense  of  what  is  due  to  the 
public  demands  their  removal,  whenever  it  is  ascertained  that, 
from  want  of  skill  or  care,  they  arc  improper  persons  to  discharge 
the  responsible  duties  confided  to  them.  The  bailor  can  make 
no  calculation  upon  the  continuance  of  any  particular  captain  or 
pilot,  and  ought  not  to  be  held  to  any  inquiry  as  to  a  duty 
which  the  law  properly  devolves  upen  the  owners,  and  which 
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the  bailor  has  the  right  to  believe  they  have  discharged. — Hutch- 
inson V.  The  York  Railway  Co.,  6  W.,  H.  &  G.  841. 

To  the  charge  of  the  court,  that  where  two  persons  are 
employed  by  a  common  employer  in  the  same  general  business, 
and  one  of  them  is  injured  by  the  negligence  of  the  other,  the 
employer  is  not  responsible  therefor,  as  a  general  proposition  we 
all  yield  our  assent  to.  It  is  too  well  established,  both  upon 
English  and  American  authority,  to  be  now  controverted. — 
Priestly  v.  Fowler,  8  M.  &  W.  692;  Hutchinson  v.  The 
Railway  Co.,  5  W.,  H.  &  G,  341 ;  Wigmore  v.  Jay,  ib.  854; 
Murray  v.  S.  C.  Railroad  Co.,  1  McMullan  385  ;  Farewell  v. 
The  Boston  &  Worcester  Railroad,  4  Met.  49;  Strange  v. 
McCormick,  Penn.  Rep. ;  Brown  v.  Maxwell,  6  Hill  592 ; 
Coon  V.  The  Ufcica  Railroad,  6  Barb.  231 ;  Hayes  v.  The 
Western  Railroad,  3  Cush.  270.  In  relation  to  the  charge  that 
this  rule  did  not  apply  in  case  the  injury  arose  from  the  care- 
lessness of  Cook  as  captain,  and  that  in  such  case  both  he  and 
his  co-owners  would  be  responsible,  the  court  is  divided;  the  Chief 
Justice  and  Judge  Ligon  holding  it  to  be  free  from  error,  while 
Judge  Phelan  and  myself  hold  it  to  be  erroneous.  As  the  expres- 
sion of  our  individual  views  on  the  question  upon  which  we  differ 
can  determine  no  principle,  we  decline  submitting  them  until 
the  same  question  is  presented  before  a  full  court. 

The  other  portion  of  the  charge,  that  if  the  collision  occurred 
from  the  negligence  or  fault  of  the  pilot,  the  owners  were  respon- 
sible, if  they  knew  or  had  the  means  of  knowing  that  he  was 
careless  and  reckless,  falls  directly  within  the  principle  of 
Walker  v.  Boiling,  supra,  and  in  that  there  is  no  error. 

It  follows  from  what  we  have  said,  that  there  was  no  error  in 
the  refusal  of  the  court  to  give  the  first  charge  requested,  as, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  evidence,  it  asserted  the  legiJ 
proposition,  that  although  the  pilot  of  the  boat  was  reckless  and 
careless,  the  owners  were  absolved  from  all  responsibility,  if  the 
party  injured  and  such  pilot  were  servants  in  the  common  busi- 
ness.    The  last  charge  requested  we  have  already  considered. 

The  consequence  of  our  disagreement  upon  the  point  referred 
to,  is  the  affirmance  of  the  judgment  upon  division. 


Gibbons,  J.,  not  sitting. 
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COSTER'S  BX'RS  w.  BANK  OP  GEORGIA  et  al,         I^   »I 

,  24      37 
^  [101342 

1.  The  assignee  or  endorsee  of  a  note  given  for  the  purehase  money  of  land,  " — 
cannot  stand  in  a  higher  or  better  position  than  the  original  payee  or  vendor 
oocapied. 

2.  When  landB  are  poichased  by  a  partnership  from  one  of  its  memben, 
who  pledges  his  entire  interest  in  the  company  to  Indemnify  it  against  any 
loss  which  it  might  sustain  in  the  purchase,  and  guaranties  that  the  land  can 
be  re-sold  within  fire  years  for  at  least  the  amount  of  the  purchase  money, 
and  the  lands  remain  unsold  after  the  expiration  of  the  five  years,  an  assignee 
of  the  notes  given  for  the  purchase  money  cannot  assert  a  vendor's  lien,  as 
against  a  member  of  a  company  ik^o  had  guarantied  their  payment,  and  had 
paid  a  part  of  them. 

3.  Nor  can  an  assignee  of  the  notes  assert  a  vendor's  lien  as  against  a  remote 
assignee  of  the  vendor's  interest  in  the  company,  who  purchased  bona  fide, 
for  valuable  consideration,  without  notice  of  any  such  outstanding  claim  or 
equity. 

4.  The  vendor,  being  a  member  of  the  company,  cannot  assert  a  vendor's  lien, 
as  against  subsequent  creditors,  mortgagees,  or  purchasers,  without  proving 
that  they  advanced  their  money  with  notice  of  his  lien. 

d.  The  entire  aasets  of  a  partnership  are,  in  equity,  snlg'ect  to  the  payment  of 
its  debts. 

6.  Where  money  is  loaned  to  a  partnership  on  the  faith  of  the  partnership 
property,  equity  will  consider  the  creditor,  as  between  himself  and  the  several 
partners,  as  a  mortgagee,  with  a  lien  upon  the  property  until  his  debt  is 
paid. 

7.  An  unrecorded  mortgage  is  void,  under  the  acts  of  1823  and  1828,  as  to  a 
subsequent  mortgagee  without  notice,  although  his  deed  is  also  unrecorded. 

8.  When  the  legal  title  to  real  estate  belonging  to  a  partnership  is  vested  in 
one  of  its  members,  the  lien  acquired  by  a  judgment  against  him  individually, 
in  &vor  of  a  creditor  of  the  company,  is  subject  to  the  equities  already 
existing  over  the  property ;  and  a  judgment  against  the  company  itself  would 
not  operate  as  an  efficient  lien  on  the  land. 

9.  In  a  contest  in  equity  among  several  creditors  of  an  insolvent  partnership, 
lor  the  Tffiftff«*M^"^"g  of  its  assets  and  the  settlement  of  their  respecl^ve  liens, 
a  creditor  who  was  not  made  a  party  to  the  original  bill  may  be  brooght  in  as 
a  defendant  to  a  cross  bill. 

10.  Where  non-resident  infants  are  necessaiy  parties  to  a  bill,  the  record  must 
show  that  publication  as  to  them  was  made  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the 
third  and  forty^flrst  rules  of  our  Chancery  Practice. 

Ebbob  to  the  Chancery  Court  of  Russell. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  W.  W.  Mason. 

Thb  facts  upon  which  the  complainant's  original  bill  was 
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filed  may  be  thus  briefly  stated :    In  1836,  a  company  was 
formed,  consisting  of  James  Hamilton,  James  L.  Pettigru, 
J.  C.  Vaughan,  John  G.   Coster,  and  A.  E.  &  C.  Hexier. 
The  objects  of  the  association  were,  originally,  to  buy  and 
sell  lands  on  speculation,  but  afterwards  the  company  engaged 
in  the  cultivation  of  cotton,  and  this  formed  a  part  of  its 
regular  business.    The  original  intentions  of  the  associates 
were,  to  confine  the  operations  of  the  association  to  dealings 
in  Mississippi  lands  ;    but  the  company,  during  its  progress, 
purchased  property  in  Alabama  and  Georgia,  and  engaged 
largely  in  the  cultivation  of  cotton  in  Russell   County, 
Alabama.    The  interests  in  the  company,  amongst  the  above  . 
named  associates,  were  as  follows  :    James  Hamilton  one 
fourth  ;  James  L.  Pettigru  one  fourth ;   J.  C.  Vaughan  one 
fourth ;  John  G,  Coster  one  eighth ;  and  A.  E.  &  C.  Hexier 
one  eighth. 

After  the  formation  of  the  company,  in  1836,  and  after  the 
interests  of  each  of  the  parties  had  become  distinctly  defined, 
it  was  resolved  by  the  company  to  vary  its  operations  to  some 
extent,  and  to  engage  in  the  cultivation  of  cotton.  For  this 
purpose,  John  G.  Coster,  the  member  of  the  company 
owning  one  eighth  interest,  agreed  to  advance  to  the 
company  $100,000,  to  be  invested  in  negroes  for  the  use  of 
the  company,  and  in  order  to  enable  it  to  carry  out  its 
enterprise  in  the  cultivation  of  cotton.  About  this  time, 
say  the  16th  day  of  November,  1836,  all  the  associates  join 
in  a  deed,  by  which  they  convey  all  the  property  then  on 
hand  to  James  Hamilton,  one  of  the  associates,  to  be  held  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  company,  and  by  which  deed  the 
said  Hamilton  is  constituted  the  general  agent  and  organ  by 
whom  the  transactions  of  the  company  are  to  be  carried  on  ; 
and  by  the  same  deed  all  the  property  then  of  the  company, 
and  all  that  it  may  acquire  in  future,  is  pledged  to  John  G. 
Coster,  for  the  reimbursement  to  him  of  the  money  which  he 
has  advanced  to  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  company.  This 
instrutnent  seems  to  have  been  signed  by  all  the  parties  who 
were  associates  at  that  time.  A  lot  of  slaves  was  purchased 
of  one  Middleton,  and  the  title  conveyed  to  Hamilton,  in 
pursuance  of  the  arrangement  made  by  the  preceding  deed. 
It  appears  that  the  association  actually  commenced  planting 
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\n  Mississippi,  but  not  being  satisfied  with  their  success  there, 
or  for  some  other  reason,  the  planting  in  Mississippi  was 
abandoned,  and  the  negroes  and  planting  material  were 
removed  to  Russell  County,  Alabama,  where  the  association 
commenced  planting. 

The  name  which  the  association  had  taken,  at  its  first 
formation,  was,  *'The  Mississippi  Land  Company"  ;  but  the 
location  which  was  selected  by  the  association  for  its  planting 
operations  in  Alabama,  being  the  Oswichee  Bend,  on  the 
(Chattahoochee  River,  the  association,  after  its  said  location, 
assumed  the  name  of  the  **  Oswichee  Company." 

This  removal  and  new  location  to  the  Oswichee  Bend  in 
Rissel  County,  Ala.,  was  in  the  spring  of  1887.  At  this  time 
one  Jerry  Cowles  became  a  member  of  the  association,  and  it 
seams  to  have  been  from  him  that  the  association  purchased  the 
Iinds  which  they  proposed  to  cultivate  in  cotton  on  the  Oswi- 
chee Bend.  Cowles,  by  a  conveyance  from  Hamilton  and  others, 
becomes  interested  in  the  concern  to  the  extent  of  one  fifth  of 
the  whole.  The  deed  by  which  he  becomes  interested  in  the 
concern  stipulates  that  the  deed  of  16th  Nov.,  1836,  by  which 
the  property  was  conveyed  to  Hamilton,  in  trust  for  the  com- 
pany, and  for  the  reimbursement  of  J.  G.  Coster,  and  Hamilton 
created  the  general  agent  of  the  association,  is  made  part  of  the 
deed  creating  the  said  Cowles  a  member  of  the  said  association, 
and  the  same  trusts  in  favor  of  the  said  J.  G.  Coster  are 
declared  in  the  last  as  in  the  first  deed.  The  deed  creating 
Cowles  a  member  of  the  association  is  dated  the  26th  of  April, 
1887. 

On  the  24th  day  of  July,  1837,  Vaughan,  who  owned  one 
fourth  in  the  whole  company,  sold  out  to  Hamilton  and  Petti- 
gru  his  interest  in  the  concern;  and  they,  with  their  wives,  on 
the  22d  day  of  May,  1888,  sold  the  same  interest  to  the  other 
partners,  being  then  John  G.  Coster,  A.  E.  &  C.  Hexier  and 
Jerry  Cowles;  and  thus  making,  in  effect,  as  to  the  parties  to  the 
association,  simply  an  exchange  of  Vaughan  for  Cowles,  as  at 
this  date  the  three  members  of  the  association,  Hamilton,  Petti- 
gru  and  Cowles,  each  owned  one  fourth  of  the  concern,  John 
G.  Coster  one  eighth,  and  A.  E.  &  C.  Hexier  one  eighth. 

On  the  1st  of  April,  1838,  the  association,  by  Hamilton,  its 
agent  or  organ^  bought  of  Jerry  Cowles  thirty  thousand  acres 
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of  land,  lying  in  several  of  the  counties  in  Georgia,  for  which 
they  agreed  to  give  the  price  of  0150,000.  The  payments  were 
made  to  Cowles  by  the  bonds  of  Hamilton,  guarantied  by  John 
G.  Coster.  These  bonds  were  executed  and  delivered  according 
to  their  agreement.  Cowles,  however  ,^on  the  sale  of  this  land  to 
the  association,  guarantied  to  them  that  within  five  years  they 
should  be  enabled  to  sell  the  land  for  as  much  at  least  as  they 
had  given  him  for  it,  and  in  case  it  did  not  sell  for  a  sum  suffi- 
cient to  indemnify  the  company,  that  then  he  would  make  good 
to  them  any  loss  which  they  might  sustain ;  and  he  pledges  his 
whole  interest  in  the  association  to  make  good  this  covenant. 
The  half  of  these  bonds,  the  purchase  money  for  the  thirty 
thousand  acres  of  land  bought  of  Cowles,  was  paid  by  the  com- 
pany. The  other  half,  with  a  large  amount  of  interest,  was 
paid  by  the  complainants,  executors  of  John  G.  Coster. 

Jerry  Cowles,  on  the  6th  day  of  April,  1840,  conveys  his 
interest  in  the  company  to  the  Hexiers  and  Hamilton,  and  this 
seems  to  have  ended  his  (Cowles')  connection  with  the  associa- 
tion. On  the  17th  day  of  March,  1842,  the  Hexiers  conveyed 
their  interest  in  the  association  to  John  G.  Coster,  and  the 
latter  conveys  his  entire  interest  in  the  association  to  his  son, 
G.  H.  Coster,  who,  in  his  turn,  conveys  to  one  Gibbs,  and  the 
said  Gibbs,  in  1845,  conveyed  the  interest  to  the  complainants, 
executors  of  John  G.  Coster,  who  had  in  the  meantime  died. 
On  the  22d  of  September,  1846,  Hamilton  conveys  all  of  his 
interest  to  the  complainants,  as  executors ;  and  on  the  4th  day 
of  December,  1846,  Pettigru  conveys  all  his  interest  in  the 
company  to  the  said  complainants,  executors  as  aforesaid  ;  the 
said  executors  thereby  becoming  sole  proprietors  of  the  lands  and 
slaves,  the  property  of  the  company. 

It  seems,  when  Cowles  sold  out  his  interest  in  the  company  to 
Hamilton  and  the  Hexiers,  the  said  Hamilton  gave  him  three 
notes  dated  the  6th  of  April,  1840,  one  for  the  sum  of  $1900, 
payable  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1841 ;  and  two  other  notes 
dated  as  aforesaid,  for  the  sum  of  $2500,  each,  one  payable  on 
the  1st  day  of  May,  1842,  and  one  on  the  1st  day  of  May, 
1843,  and  all  of  said  notes  drawing  interest  from  date  at  the 
rate  of  7  per  cent,  per  annum.  These  notes  are  represented 
in  the  present  proceedings  by  Joseph  Washburn,  who  claims 
them  by  regular  endorsement  in  the  course  of  trade  from  Cowles. 
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tn  the  winter  of  1840,  and  before  Jerry  Cowles  retired  from 
the  associatiou,  the  company,  being  in  want  of  money,  authorized 
their  agent,  Gen.  Jas.  Hamilton,  to  borrow  money  to  the  extent 
of  goOjOOO  in  South  Carolina  and  Georgia,  and  to  pledge  the 
property  of  the  company  as  security  for  such  loan.  In  pursu- 
ance of  this  authority.  Gen-  Hamilton  addressed  himself  to  the 
State  Bank  of  Georgia,  and  proposed  to  borrow  $12,500,  exhib- 
iting bis  authority  from  the  company,  and  proposing  to  pledge 
the  property  of  the  company  as  security,  in  pursuance  of  the 
authority.  The  State  Bank  of  Georgia  accept  the  proposition 
of  Hamilton^  and  loan  the  money.  Hamilton,  it  seems,  prepares 
the  deed  of  mortgage,  or  the  instrument  of  writing  found  in 
pages  447-8  of  the  record,  but,  for  some  reason  or  other,  (not 
disclosed  in  the  record,)  this  instrument  was  not  delivered,  in 
fact,  until  1847,  when  the  agency  of  Hamilton  had  ceased  and 
the  company  was  in  liquidation. 

On  the  7th  day  of  July,  1840,  the  members  of  the  associa- 
tiou,  at  that  time  consisting  of  John  G.  Coster,  Chas.  A.  Hex« 
ier  and  E.  Hexier,  J.  L.  Pettigru,  and  James  Hamilton, 
unite  in  constituting  the  said  James  Hamilton  their  agent  and 
attorney  in  fact,  with  a  special  written  power  for  that  purpose, 
to  go  to  Europe  for  the  purpose  of  negotiating  a  loan  for  the 
company,  and  clothed  with  power  to  mortgage  in  the  name  of 
the  company  the  property  of  the  company  as  a  security  for  the 
repayment  of  the  money  realized  by  the  said  loan.  Clothed 
with  this  power,  the  said  Hamilton  went  to  Europe  and  nego- 
tiated, through  Messrs.  Hope  &  Co.,  of  Amsterdam,  a  loan  for 
the  sum  of  $225,000,  on  the  sale  of  two  bonds  made  and  exe- 
cuted by  the  individual  members  of  the  said  association,  for  the 
sum  of  §112,500  each  ;  and  to  secure  the  faithful  payment  of 
these  bonds,  the  said  Hamilton  executes  a  mortgage  on  all  the 
property  of  the  said  company.  The  mortgage  is  to  Hope  &  Co. 
alone,  but  at  the  time  that  the  mortgage  is  executed,  only  one 
of  the  bonds  for  the  sum  of  $112,500  had  been  negotiated  to 
Hope  &.  Co.  But  a  stipulation  is  made  in  the  mortgage,  that  if 
Hope  &  Co.  conclude  to  take  the  second  bond,  or  if  they  pro- 
cure its  negotiation,  the  mortgage  shall  le  a  common  security 
for  both  of  the  bonds.  In  pursuance  of  this  arrangement,  Hope 
&  Co.  induced  the  house  of  Solomon  Heine,  composed  of  Solomon 
and  Carle  Heine,  to  take  the  last  named  bond,  and  they  took  it, 
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relying  upon  the  mortgage  security  in  the  hands  of  Hope  &  Co. ; 
and  the  latter  house  endorsed  to  them  the  said  bond,  and  they 
hold  as  assignees  of  the  said  Hope  &  Go.  Solomon  Heine  has 
since  died,  and  Carl  Heine  is  shown  to  be  his  sole  surviving 
partner,  as  well  as  the  solo  heir  to  his  estate. 

Thus  far,  this  is  a  simple  narrative  of  the  material  events  in 
the  history  of  the  company,  as  extracted  from  the  record. 

The  record  presents  the  following  facts  in  ihe  history  of  the 
pleadings  : 

First,  Washburn  filed  an  original  bill,  alleging  that  J&thes 
Hamilton  was  individually  indebted  to  hlkn  in  the  promissory 
notes  above  named,  describibg  them  as  made  by  said  Hamilton 
individually  ;  that  the  consideration  of  said  notes  was  land  eold 
by  Cowles  to  Hamilton,  and  that  Cowlcs  had  a  Vehdor^s  lien 
which  enured  to  him  by  reason  of  his  holding  the  notes  in  the 
usual  course  of  trade;  and  he  prays  that  an  account  be  taken,  and 
that  a  vendor^s  lien  be  declared,  and  the  land  sold  to  pay  his  debt. 

James  Hamilton  alone  is  made  a  party  defendant,  and  a  de- 
cree pro  confesso  is  taken  against  him,  and  reference  made  to  the 
master  to  take  an  account.  The  notes  are  made  exhibits  to 
the  bill,  and  purport  to  be  executed  by  said  Hamilton  individu- 
ally ;  and  the  lands  paid  to  have  been  sold  by  Cowles  to  him,  set 
out  in  another  exhibit  to  the  bill.  It  does  not  appear  when  this 
bill  was  filed ;  but  it  appears  that  the  counsel  of  Hamilton 
rcknowledged  service  for  him  on  the  14th  of  March,  1846. 

At  this  point,  the  complainants,  the  Costers,  executors  of 
John  G.  Coster,  file  their  original  bill,  setting  out  the  history  of 
the  transactions  of  the  company,  many  of  which  have  been  al- 
ready detailed  ;  and  further  stating  the  proceedings  of  the  said 
Washburn,  and  bis  attempts  to  subject  the  lands  of  the  said 
company  to  the  payment  of  his  debt,  and  also  the  attempts  of 
the  Bank  of  Georgia  to  collect  their  debt,  setting  forth  that  the 
Bank  had  proceeded  by  attachment  against  Hamilton,  had 
obtained  a  judgment  against  him,  and  was  proceeding  to  sell 
the  lands  and  property  of  the  said  company  to  pay  said  debt. 
And  the  said  complainants  allege  and  assert  that  the  liens  of 
themselves  and  of  John  G.  Coster,  whom  they  represent,  are 
superior  to  the  claims  of  Washburn  or  those  of  the  Bank  of 
Georgia,  and  pray  an  injunction  against  both  Washburn  and 
said  Bank ;  and  such  injunction  is  awarded. 
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In  thi8  biff  6f  the  Costers,  they  distinctly  reccfgtri2{e  the  bind- 
ing obligation  and  snperftfrtty  of  the  claims  of  Hope  &  Co*  and 
Carl  Heine,  and  pray  that  such  soperiority  for  said  debtd  be 
odtablished.  These  latter  are  not  made  parties  by  the  bill  of 
the  Costers,  but  the  Bank  of  Georgia  and  Washburn  arc. 

Washburn  answers  the  bill,  and  asserts  the  superiority  of  his 
lien  to  all  others,  and  insists  that  he  is  entitled  to  payment  be- 
fore all  others  ;  and  he  files  a  cross  bill,  in  which  he  makes  the 
dame  case,  and  makes  the  Bank  of  Georgia,  Hope  &  Co.,  Carl 
Heine,  the  Costers,  &c.  parties.  In  his  answer  and  cross  bill, 
Washburn  varies  his  allegations  from  what  they  were  in  his  ori- 
ginal bill ;  as  by  the  original  bill  it  would  seem  to  be  an  indi- 
vidual and  private  transaction  between  Oowles  and  Hamilton, 
while  by  his  answer  to  the  Costers'  bill,  and  by  his  cross  bill,  it 
would  seem  that  Hamilton  dealt,  not  for  himself,  but  for  and  on 
account  of  the  company  whose  agent  he  was  entirely.  The 
evidence  of  Hamilton,  however,  contradicts  this,  and  asserts 
that  he  dealt  with  Cowles  in  that  transaction,  not  as  agent  of 
the  company,  but  on  his  own  account. 

The  Bank  of  Georgia  answers  the  bill  of  the  Costers,  assert- 
ing the  superiority  of  its  claim  to  all  others,  and  in  its  turn  files 
a  cross  bill,  in  which  all  the  other  parties  are  made  defendants. 
The  Bank,  in  its  answer  to  the  Costers'  bill,  responds  to  one  of 
the  recitals  of  that  bill  relative  to  the  judgment  of  the  Bank 
against  Hamilton,  and  insists  upon  its  validity ;  in  its  cross  bill, 
it  asserts  the  binding  efiicacy  of  its  mortgage  lien,  ami  its  supe- 
riority over  all  other  liens  ;  but  it  does  not  assert  or  rely  upon 
the  lien  of  its  judgment  recovered  under  the  attachment  issued 
against  Hamilton.  Indeed,  the  case  made  by  the  cross  bill  of 
the  Bank  is  entirely  outside  and  independent  of  the  attachment 
or  judgment  lion.  It  alleges  and  proves  that  the  Bank  parted 
with  its  money  on  the  faith  of  the  representations  of  Hamilton, 
that  he  would  pledge  the  property  of  the  company  for  the  secu- 
rity of  the  debt,  and  shows  that  Hamilton  had  ample  power 
and  authority  to  make  such  representations  ;  and  insists  that, 
whether  the  mortgage  was  delivered  or  not,  as  between  the 
Bank  and  the  members  of  the  company,  it  makes  no  difference, 
as  they  have  a  lien  in  equity  on  all  the  assets  of  the  company 
for  the  payment  of  the  debt. 

Hope  8p  Co.  and  Carl  Heine  answer  this  bill,  and  insist  upon 
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the  superiority  of  their  own  lien,  as  they  are  sabseqaent  mort- 
gagees for  ^alue,  and  bonajide^  without  notice  of  the  claims  of 
the  Georgia  Bank,  whose  pretended  mortgage  was  not  recorded. 
They  also  claim  to  be  judgment  creditors,  because  they  say  that 
the  company,  on  the  2d  day  of  May,  1842,  confessed  a  judg- 
ment in  their  favor  for  the  sum  of  $225,000 ;  and,  therefore, 
both  as  mortgagees  and  creditors  with  a  judgment  lien,  their 
claim  is  superior  to  that  of  the  Bank  of  Georgia  and  all  others 
claiming  a  lien  on  said  property  ;  that  when  they  parted  with 
their  money,  and  took  the  mortgage  which  they  exhibit,  they 
had  no  notice  of  the  claim  of  the  Bank,  and  made  diligent 
inquiry  for  liens  and  incumbrances  on  the  said  property,  and 
could  find  none  ;  and  to  the  same  eflfect  is  their  answer  to  the 
cross  bill  of  Washburn. 

The  mortgage  of  Hope  &  Co.  bears  date  the  24th  day  of 
December,  1840,  and  was  acknowledged  before  the  American 
consul  in  Amsterdam,  and  was  placed  on  record  in  Russell 
County,  on  the  11th  of  February,  1841. 

The  Bank  of  Georgia  claims  that  its  mortgage  is  dated  the 
23d  of  January,  1840,  that  being  the  date  when  its  loan  to  thf 
company  was  completed,  and  that  being  the  date  of  the  papc!^ 
prepared  by  Gen.  Hamilton,  although  not  delivered  until  some 
time  in  1847,  making  the  date  of  their  lein  older  in  point  of  time 
than  the  lien  of  Hope  &  Co.  ;  and,  inasmuch  as  the  mortgage 
of  Hope  &  Co.  was  acknowledged  before  the  American  consul 
in  Amsterdam,  it  did  not  authorize  it  to  be  recorded:  therefore 
both  its  mortgage  and  that  of  Hope  &  Co-  must  be  considered 
unrecorded,  and  neither  can  claim  priority  over  the  other  by 
reason  of  the  registry  acts  of  Alabama. 

The  chancellor  decreed  in  favor  of  Washburn  on  his  original 
bill,  and  dismissed  his  cross  bill ;  and  also  in  favor  of  the  Bank 
of  Georgia,  giving  it  and  Washburn  a  preference  over  both  the 
Costers  and  Hope  &  Co.  and  Carl  Heine.  From  this  decree 
the  Costers  and  Hope  &  Co.  take  their  writ  of  error,  and  here 
assign  for  error  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  below  in  giving  a 
preferenco  to  the  liens  of  Washburn  and  the  Bank  of  Georgia 
over  their- s  and  Hope  &  Co.  and  Carl  Heine  upon  the  funds 
and  assets  of  the  Oswichee  Company. 

The  said  Washburn  assigns  cross  errors,  that  the  chancellor 
dismissed  his  cross  bill. 
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The  Costers  farther  assign  for  error,  that  the  infants  sought 
to  be  made  parties  by  the  Bank  of  Georgia,  are  irregalarly  made 
parties* 

John  A.  Campbell,  for  Hope  &  Co.  and  Carl  Heine : 
The  first  question  which  arises,  is  as  to  the  efiFect  of  the 
registration  laws  upon  the  Bank  of  Georgia.  The  act 
applicable  to  the  case  is  found  in  Clay's  Digest  154  §  18. 
Hope  &  Co.  are  mortgagees  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
without  notice.  The  mortgage  to  the  Bank  was  not  recorded, 
nor  at  any  time  lodged  for  record.  The  consequence  of 
nullity  is  then  denounced  by  the  statute.  It  is  said,  however, 
that  the  mortgage  to  Hope  <fe  Co.  did  not  convey  the  legal 
title.  The  answer  is  to  be  found  in  the  mortgage  itself;  its 
terms  are,  **  granted,  bargained,  sold,  aliened,  conveyed  and 
released."  An  action  of  ejectment  could  have  been  main- 
tained on  it.— 1  Ala.  708  :  10  i6.  16G.  Hope  &  Co.  (and  the 
Heines)  were  bonn  fide,  purchasers  under  the  act  of  1828, 
creditors  under  the  act  of  1828,  (Olay's  Digest  255  §  6,)  and 
mortgagees  under  the  act  of  1823  [ib.  154  §  21).  They 
are  purchasers  ;  for  a  mortgage,  at  law,  conveys  the  estate 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  transfers  the  right  of  pro- 
perty and  possession.  The  fact  that  the  estate  is  defeasible, 
or  that  it  is  qualified,  does  not  change  the  relation  of  the 
grantee  as  a  purchaser.  They  are  creditors  ;  for,  in  equity, 
the  grantor  may  redeem,  upon  the  payment  of  the  debt,  not- 
withstanding the  forfeiture  of  the  mortgage.  He  is  a  cred- 
itor, with  a  specific  lien  on  the  property,  and  is,  therefore, 
entitled  to  protection  against  the  unrecorded  conveyance. — 
The  consideration  paid  by  Hope  &  Co.  for  the  bonds  de- 
scribed in  the  mortgage,  was  a  valuable  consideration. 
They  advanced  their  ready  money,  on  the  faith  of  the  secu- 
rity, as  a  valid,  subsisting,  unincumbered  security,  after  full 
inquiry  and  due  caution.  Neither  of  the  cases  cited  from  11 
Ala.  (781, 1067),  establishes  that  Hope  &  Co.  did  not  have 
the  legal  estate,  nor  pay  a  valuable  consideration.  The  act 
or  1823,  however,  specifies  a  mortgagee,  eo  nomine^  as  a  per- 
son entitled  to  protection  from  an  unrecorded  deed. 

The  point  is  made,  that  Hope  &  Co.  did  not  have  a  legal 
acknowledgment  of  their  mortgage,  aud  tbati  consequentlyi 
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they  will  be  postponed  ;  and  cases  are  cited  from  2  Johns. 
Ch.  R.  303,  and  2  Lomax  366,  to  show  that  a  subsequent 
mortgage  does  not  obtain  the  preference  over  a  prior  one, 
unless  it  is  recorded.  The  Alabama  statute  does  not  require, 
as  a  condition  of  the  nullity  of  the  unrecorded  mortgage,  that 
the  subsequent  deed  shall  be  recorded.  The  clause  in  the 
English  statute  of  Anne,  and  the  early  Virginia  and  New 
York  statutes,  requiring  a  due  record  of  the  subsequent  deed 
or  mortgage,  is  not  found  in  our  statute.  The  nullity  arises, 
whenever  a  sul)sequcnt  purchaser  or  mortgagee  has  pur- 
chased for  valuable  consideration,  without  notice  of  the  un- 
registered deed  :  Cruisers  Digest,  tit.  Deed,  ch.  29.  A  por- 
tion of  the  New  York  statutes  do  not  contain  the  clause 
providing  for  priority  according  to  date  of  registration,  but 
are  similar  to  our  act,  which  avoids  the  unrecorded  deed  in 
favor  of  the  subsequent  bona  Jfrie  purchaser  and  mortgagee  ; 
the  decisions  in  such  cases  are  as  we  contend  they  shoud  be 
in  this.— 19  Johns.  281  ;  2  Lomax's  Dig.  370  ;  17  Ohio  226: 
1  Peter's  S.  C  R.  552  ;  6  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  60. 

It  is  said  that  the  rights  of  the  Heines,  under  the  mortgage 
of  Hope  &  Co.,  is  an  equitable  interest,  and  that  their 
situation  is  not  so  good  as  that  of  Hope  &  Co.  This  cannot 
be  true.  They  and  Hope  &  Co.,  severally  advanced  the 
money  specified  in  the  motgagc,  and  that  security  was  taken 
for  both,  as  liolders  of  the  two  bonds  described  in  it.  As 
against  a  claimant  under  another  mortgage,  both  stand  in 
the  same  position,  as  purchasers  without  notice.  Hope  & 
Co.  hold  the  legal  title  conveyed  by  the  mortgage,  for  the 
joint  benefit  of  themselves  and  Heines.  The  latter  are  their 
assignee,  and  occupy  the  position  of  their  grantor.  In  the 
determination  of  the  rights  of  claimants  under  the  mortgage 
of  Hope&  Co.  and  those  claiming  adversely  by  another  secu- 
rity, the  Court  of  Chancery  decides  the  question,  by  ascer- 
taining the  relative  strength  of  the  two  mortgages.  The 
claimants  under  the  mortgage,  whether  by  legal  or  equitable 
assignments,  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  legal  estate  ; 
they  have  a  right  to  call  for  it, — a  right  to  demand  the  legal, 
to  perfect  the  equitable  assignment. — 7  Ala.  367  ;  8  ib.  866  ; 
1  Johns.  Ch.  119;  7  Cranch  69,  97;  31  Maine  28;  1  Term 
R.  761  ;  White  &  Tudor's  Cases  70,  85. 
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The  Bank  of  Georgia  claims  tbat  its  position,  in  regard  to 
Hope  &  Co.,  has  been  improved  by  the  issue  and  levy  of  an 
attachment  against  Hamilton,  and  the  rendition  of  a  judg- 
ment against  him  personally.  If  this  view  had  been  taken 
during  the  progress  of  the  cause,  some  outline  of  it  would 
probably  have  appeared  in  the  pleadings  of  the  Bank.  No 
reference  is  made  by  its  bill  to  the  attachment,  and  no  reli- 
ance is  placed  in  it  upon  these  transactions.  It  is  enough  to 
say,  that  the  decree  must  rest  upon  the  allegations  of  the 
bill,  and  the  proofs  correspondent  to  them. — See  cases  col- 
lected in  Reavis'  Digest,  263,  ^  376. 

As  to  Washburn's  claim  as  against  Hope  &  Co.  :  The 
above  argument  upon  the  rights  of  Hope  &  Co.  against  the 
Bank  of  Georgia,  apply  with  equal  force  to  this  case.  The 
Bank  had  a  perfect  estate,  founded^  on  a  deed  legally  made, 
and  the  only  fault  in  it  was,  the  failure  to  place  the  deed  on 
record  according  to  the  statute.  It  was  prior,  in  point  of 
time,  to  Washburn's  equitable  lieu  as  resulting  from  the  sale 
by  Cowlcs  to  Hamilton.  That  equitable  liens  arc  displaced 
in  favor  of  bona  fide  purchasers  and  mortgagees,  is  well  set- 
tled, by  decisions  of  our  Supreme  Court. — Houston  v.  Staun- 
ton, 11  Ala.  413  ;  5  Monroe  195.  Miller,  in  his  work  on 
Equitable  Mortgages,  p.  120,  says,  that  an  equitable  mort- 
gage may  be  ''  invariably  defeated  by  the  creditor  of  the 
mortgagor  clothing  himself  with  the  legal  estate  of  the  pro- 
perty mortgaged,  provided  he  had  not,  at  the  time  of  advanc- 
ing the  money,  notice  of  the  equitable  security.  Thus,  if  the 
mortgagor,  immediately  after  having  deposited  his  deeds  by 
way  of  security,  execute  a  legal  mortgage  of  the  same  pro- 
perty, to  a  person  who  is  ignorant  of  the  previous  deposit, 
the  legal  mortgagee  may  eflfectually  displace  the  title  of  the 
latter,  although  not  a  muniment  of  title  accompanied  his 
mortgage  deed." 

In  deciding  against  the  claim  of  Hope  &  Co.,  the  Chan- 
cellor pronounces  it  void,  because  their  mortgage  was  not 
recorded  ;  citing  5  Ala.  324,  and  3  Stew.  &  Port.  897.  -  The 
application  of  these  decisions  to  this  case,  is  not  perceived. 
Supposing  the  act  of  1828  to  apply  to  this  case,  neither 
Washburn  nor  the  Bank  of  Georgia  was  a  subsequent  cred- 
itor or  purchaser.     They  had  acquired  liens,  prior  in  point 
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of  time,  oue  legal  in  form,  the  other  equitable,  and  botli 
invalid  against  a  bona  fide  mortgagee  without  notice,  the  first 
for  want  of  registration,  and  the  other  on  the  general  rule 
of  equity  above  cited.  Nothing  is  found  in  the  bill  of  the 
Bank  of  Georgia  in  reference  to  a  judgment  in  its  favor  : 
and  the  same  is  true  of  Washburn's  bill-  The  answers  of 
Hope  &  Co.,  however,  affirm  a  judgment  in  their  favor 
against  Hamilton  and  others.  This  judgment  was  confessed 
to  secure  the  mortgage  debt,  and  to  protect  it  against  incum- 
brances. The  authorities  cited  show  that  this  judgment  would 
override  the  dormant  lien  of  a  vendor  for  unpaid  purchase 
money ;  and  by  the  statute  of  registration,  it  would  defeat 
the  unrecorded  mortgage  in  favor  of  the  Bank  of  Georgia. 
11  Ala.  413  ;  9  iZ>.  436  ;  6  ifi.  301  ;  7  Whe^ton  46  ;  2  Gratt. 
182,  186  ;  3  Leigh  597.  If  there  had  been  an  interest  in 
Hamilton,  or  in  the  Oswichee  Company,  liable  to  the  lien  of 
a  judgment,  this  judgment  binds  it.  No  other  judgment  is 
before  the  court,  in  the  two  suits  to  which  Hope  &  Co.  and 
Heines  are  parties. 

It  is  said  that  the  lien  of  Hope  &  Co.  and  Heines  under  their 
judgment,  is  impaired,  for  that  indulgence  has  been  given.  The 
lien  should  have  been  impeached  for  that  reason,  and,  until  it  is 
impeached,  the  objection  ^ill  not  be  noticed.  Indulgence  to  a 
debtor  is  evidence  of  collusion  ;  but  it  does  not  avoid  a  levy,  nor 
destroy  a  lien.  The  question  only  arises  where  there  are  rival 
execution  creditors,  the  one  vigilant  and  active,  the  other  fraud- 
ulently indulgent.  From  the  frame  of  the  bills  in  these  cases, 
there  is  no  rivalry  between  the  plain  tiifs  and  defendants,  in 
reference  to  their  judgments,  as  the  plaintiffs  do  not  affirm  the 
existence  of  their  judgments.  We  have,  then,  a  legal  mort- 
gage,— that  is,  a  conveyance  operative  to  carry  the  legal  estate, — 
with  a  judgment  on  the  debt  against  all  the  members  of  the 
Oswichee  Company,  to  oppose  to  a  prior  unrecorded  mortgage, 
or  a  prior  lien  arising  from  a  failure  to  pay  the  purchase  monej. 
Whether  we  claimed  by  the  one  right  or  the  other,  we  should 
be  preferred  to  the  claims  of  W^ashburn  and  the  Bank  of  Geor- 
gia. Had  we  nothing  but  our  judgment,  this  would  be  our 
advantage  ;  but  we  have  a  specific  lien  by  deed,  as  well  as  the 
general  lien  by  judgment,  and  the  statutory  protection  in  favor 
of  judgment  oreditors  against  dormant  liens. 
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The  counsel  for  Washburn  and  the  Bank  of  Georgia  treat  the 
act  of  1828  as  a  modification  of  that  of  1823,  and  argue  that 
a  time  for  recording  mortgages  has  been  reduced  to  sixty  days. 
This  has  not  been  the  opinion  of  the  profession.  The  act  of 
1828,  so  far  as  concerns  deeds  of  trust  upon  personal  estatf^  to 
secure  debts,  has  been  construed  to  embrace  mortgages  of  per- 
sonal estate  ;  but  it  has  never  been  decided,  that  the  declr-  of 
trust  upon  real  estate,  mentioned  in  tliat  statuto,  emluice 
mortgages  of  real  estate.  There  was  a  general  statute  on  the 
subject  of  mortgages,  which  allowed  six  months  for  registration. 
The  act  of  1828  >Yas  designed  to  embrace  the  case  of  personal 
property  under  incumbrance,  which  was  stationary  in  a  county, 
there  being  no  such  statute  before  that  time,  though  there  was 
a  statute  providing  for  the  registry  of  deeds  which  conveyed 
property  coming  from  another  State,  or  where  the  property  was 
removed  from  one  county  to  another.  A  deed  of  trust  convey- 
ing personal  property,  is  void,  if  not  recorded  in  thirty  days ; 
but  sixty  days  are  given  for  the  registration,  if  real  estate  is 
included.  Deeds  of  trust  are  usually  given  by  embarrassed  or 
insolvent  debtors ;  a  mortgage  is  the  security  of  solvent  persons, 
usually  given  upon  sales  of  property,  or  in  transactions  of  loan 
and  borrowing.  The  term  'mortgage'  being  used  in  one  statute, 
while  the  other  is  confined  to  deeds  of  trust,  the  court  will  apply 
each  expression  to  its  appropriate  subject.  This  argument  was 
submitted  in  the  case  of  the  Ohio  Life  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Ledyard,' 
8  Ala.  866  ;  but  the  court  did  not  decide  the  question. 

Hope  &  Co-,  then,  have  the  best  lien.  Theirs  is  a  Io^mI  es- 
tate ;  they  took  their  mortgage  without  notice  of  the  claims  of 
Washburn  and  the  Bank  of  Georgia.  They  are  bona  Jide  mort- 
gagees, and  as  such  entitled  to  notice,  either  in  fact  or  by  con- 
struction of  law,  that  is,  by  the  registry  of  the  first  niurtgage. 
They  are  not  affected  by  judgments  or  attachments,  because 
the  interest  on  which  their  mortgage  operated  was  not  bound  by 
any  judgment  or  attachment  lien,  and  ]»ecau.<e  nothing  of  the 
kind  is  relied  on  in  the  pleadings. 

Billiard  &  Thorington  and   John  A.   Campbell,  for 

Coster's  Executors  : 

There  is  no  litis  contestatio  between  the  Costers  and  Hope  & 
Co.  and  Heine.     The  Costers  affirmed,  in  their  bill,  the  prior- 
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ity  of  Hope  &  Co/s  and  Heine's  claim,  and  did  not  make  them 
parties.  The  Bank  of  Georgia  and  Washburn  filed  original 
bills  in  so  far  as  Hope  &  Co.  and  Heine  were  concerned,  but  in 
the  nature  of  a  cross  bill  as  against  the  Costers,  Hamilton  and 
others  ;  they  set  up  their  liens  and  mortgages  against  the  com- 
pany, and  against  the  Costers,  as  creditors  of  part  owners  of 
that  company,  with  mortgages  on  the  shares,  and  they  deny  the 
priority  of  Hope  &  Co.  and  Heine  to  saiisfaction. 

The  only  evidence  given  by  Washburn  of  a  lien,  is  found  in 
the  agreement  of  the  counsel  for  Hope  &  Co.  and  Heine  ;  and 
it  is  clear,  that  this  admission  is  not  evidence  against  any  other 
parties.  No  evidence  was  taken  by  him  to  prove  the  averments 
of  his  answer,  or  the  allegations  of  his  cross  bill,  as  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  notes,  or  the  property  sold  by  Cowles  to  the 
company.  If  Hope  &  Co.  and  Heine  had  filed  their  answer, 
affirming  on  oath  the  truth  of  the  facts  admitted  by  the  coun- 
sel, the  answer  could  not  be  used  as  evidefice  against  their 
co-defendants.— 2  r)an.  Ch.  Pr.  981  ;  8  Porter  270 ;  3  Ala. 
83  ;  4  ih.  187.  Washburn's  case  is  mjt  only  not  proved,  but 
is  disproved  by  the  evidence  of  the  Costers. 

Again;  the  statements  of  Washburn's  bill  and  answer  are 
wholly  inconsistent  and  contradictor}-.  He  asserts  a  vendor's 
lien,  which  is  entitled,  as  he  insists,  to  priority  over  every  other 
lien,  on  tho  ground  that  the  notes  held  by  him  were  given  by 
Hamilton  to  Cowhis  for  one  fourth  undivided  interest  in  a  large 
body  of  lands  ;  while  in  his  cross  bill  he  asserts  that  the  notes 
were  executed  by  Hamiltcn  as  trustee  of  the  company,  in  consid- 
eration of  Cowles'  interest  in  the  lands  and  negroes  of  the  com- 
pany, and  in  certain  other  lands.  The  proof  conclusively  show^s 
that  Hamilton  did  not  purchase  as  the  trustee  of  the  company, 
but  for  himself  individually.  The  contract  of  sale  did  not  con- 
vey any  specific  parcel  of  land,  to  which  a  vendor's  lien  could 
attach,  but  a  mere  interest  in  a  joint  stock  company.  This 
interest,  as  Hamilton  testifies,  was  to  be  estimated  after  the 
payment  of  the  debt  due  John  G.  Coster,  and  the  other  debts 
of  the  company,  nor  had  Cowles  himself  any  lien  on  the  lands 
to  convey,  as  he  had  previously  relinquished  by  deed  all  his 
rights. — Hall's  Executors  v.  Clarke,  6  Ala.  363.  Washburn 
claims  only  as  the  assignee  of  Cowles,  and  can  assert  no  other 
lieu  than  that  which  Cowles  had,  if  any.      The  sale  by  Cowles 
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to  him  was  of  his  interest  in  the  firm,  and  that  interest  consist- 
ed of  a  balance  remaining  after  the  payment  of  debts.  Among 
these  debts,  thus  to  be  paid,  was  that  of  Coster.  The  conclu- 
sion results^  that  Washburn  would  have  no  lien  as  against  tho 
Costers,  even  if  the  facts  of  his  bill  were  established. 

The  claim  of  tho  Bank  of  Georgia  is  rested  on  two  grounds  : 
first,  the  judgment  recovered  ngainst  Hamilton  in  1842  ;  and, 
secondly,  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  mortgage  executed  by 
Hamilton.  The  attachment  was  sued  out  against  Hamilton 
alone,  and  the  judgment  recovered  against  him  alone ;  it  can, 
therefore,  only  hind  his  interest  in  the  property.  Hamilton's 
possession  was  that  of  a  trustee  merely,  and  tho  Bank,  having 
recognized  him  as  a  trustee,  was  bound  to  know  the  extent  of 
his  authority.  A  judgment  lien  upon  a  trust  estate  cannot  be 
enforced. — Coote  on  Mortgages  186.  In  its  cross  bill  the  Bank 
seems  to  have  abandoned  its  reliance  on  the  judgment  lien,  and 
sets  up  a  pretended  mortgage.  This  paper  bears  date  in  Jan- 
uary, 1840  ;  but  the  proof  clearly  shows  that  it  was  not  deliv- 
evered  until  1847,  when  Hamilton  was  no  longer  trustee  of  the 
company,  and  when  he  had  no  interest  whatever  in  it.  Deliv- 
ery is  essential  to  the  vaHdity  of  a  deed  of  any  kind  ;  so  long 
as  the  grantor  or  mortgagor  retains  possession  of  the  paper, 
without  ever  having  delivered  it,  the  gift  or  conveyance  is  im- 
perfect, and  the  deed  is  void.  — Frisbie  v.  MsCarty,  1  S.  <fe  P. 
56.  The  paper  is,  also,  fatally  defective  in  the  manner  of  its 
execution  :  it  is  not  executed  in  th  3  name  of  the  company,  but 
is  signed  by  Hamilton  as  an  individual. — 5  Peter's  R.  349  ;  23 
Wendell  435  ;  4  Hill  So?. 

There  are,  also,  errors  in  the  manner  in  which  parties  have 
been  made,  to  tho  bills  of  both  Washburn  and  the  Bank :  The 
infant  heirs  of  Coster  are  made  defendants  to  the  Bank's  cross 
bill ;  but  the  copy  of  the  advertisement  was  sent  to  persons 
called  trustees,  instead  of  being  sent  to  the  persons  designated 
in  the  rule.— Clay's  Digest  012,  Rules  3  and  41  ;  IG  Ala.  R. 
509;  G  Ala.  R.  462;  5  Ala.  R.  1.^8;  1  Ala.  R.  379.  The 
same  error  is  found  in  the  orders  of  publication  made  on  Wash- 
barn's  cross  bill.  And  the  recitals  in  the  decretal  orders  do 
not  show  a  compliance  with  tho  decretal  orders.  The  demur- 
rers to  the  cross  bills  should  have  been  sustained  because  Hope 
&  Co.,  with  whom  was  the  main  controversy  on  the  cross  bills. 
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were  not  parties  to  the  original  bill ;  and  for  the  further  rea- 
son, that  the  matters  of  the  cross  bill  did  not  grow  out  of  the 
original  bill,  but  were  independent  of  it.— 3  Dan-  Cb.  P.  1742; 
16  Ala.  COl. 

John  £.  Ward,  Jambs  E.  Belser  and  N.  Harris,  for  the 
Bank  of  Georgia  : 

On  tl.e23d  of  January,  1840,  Hamilton  borrowed  $12,500 
from  the  Bank  of  Georgia,  for  the  benefit  of  the  Oswichee 
Company,  and  on  the  faith  of  its  property.  This  debt  was  con- 
tracted while  the  Bank  was  ignorant  of  the  equities  existing 
between  these  parties,  and  while  Hamilton  had  the  exclusive 
control  and  management  of  all  the  interests  of  the  company,  and 
was  held  out  to  the  world  as  its  agent.  Independent,  then,  of 
all  questions  of  copartnership,  mortgages  and  judgments,  the 
property  of  the  company  i?  liable  for  the  payment  of  this  debt. 
—Story  on  Agency  55,  84,  115,  116,  117,  118,  451  ;  1  Kelly 
428  ;  6  Ga.  R-  171 ;  Angell  and  Ames  on  Corporations  178  ; 
Story  on  Contracts  189  ;  Hill  on  Trustees  425.  In  his  capac- 
ity as  agent,  Hamilton  incurred  debts  which  wore  paid  by  Col- 
ter; he  purchased  lands  from  Jerry  Cowles,  giving  him  an 
interest  in  the  association,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  other 
parties  in  interest,  all  of  which  acts  were  Kubscquently  ratified 
by  them.  In  this  capacity,  Hamilton  gave  the  bonds  of  the 
company  to  Cowles,  the  payment  of  which  was  subsequently 
guarantied  by  John  G.  Gostor;  in  this  capacity,  Hamilton  pur- 
chasad  from  Pettigru  forty-nine  negroes,  and  a  large  numbir 
from  Middleton  ;  and  the  entire  record  exhibits  Hamilton  as  the 
sole  manager  of  this  whole  estate.  In  addition  to  this,  the  legal 
title  to  all  this  property  was  in  Hamilton.  That  the  trust 
property  is  responsible  for  g(^ods  furnished,  or  fuv  debts  con- 
tracted on  the  faith  of  that  preperty,  see  4  Doss.  19,  .Til  : 
1  McCord's  Chan.  207  ;  U.  Mc(;harlff)n\^  Rep.  870  ;  9  Ga. 
Rep.  223. 

But  the  relations  cxi^iting  between  ^hm^v.  parties  created  a 
parthership,  aiid  the  iwhu  of  that  partnership  must  be  paid, 
before  a  court  will  consider  the  rights  and  eijuities  existing 
between  the  parties  thenr^elve.-?.-  That  a  partnership  was  cre- 
ated among  the  parties,  see  Story  on  Partrurship  1,  2,  4,  39, 
606 ;  8  Kent's  Com.  27,  28 ;  8  Ga.  Rep.  285.     And  that  the 
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partnership  debts  must  be  paid,  before  a  court  will  regard  the 
rights  and  equities  existing  between  the  partners,  see  3  Kent's 
Com.  26;  Story  on  Partnership  606  §§  77,410;  2  Story's 
Equity  §  1253. 

But  it  is  alleged,  that  the  Bank  has  abandoned  its  claim  on 
the  partnership  property,  by  proceeding  by  attachment  agaibst 
Hamilton  alone.  The  legal  estate  was  in  Hamilton  alone,  and 
against  him  alone  could  a  judgment  be  obtained  to  bind  it. — 
Clay's  Digest  350  ^  31 ;  Story  on  Partnership  §  92  ;  2  Story-s 

Equity  U207. 

In  the  considerfttion  of  the  written  and  express  authority  of 
Ihe  ist  January,  1840,  and  the  mortgage  given  by  Hamilton  to 
Secure  the  payment  of  the  debt  contracted  by  that  authority,  a 
question  of  fact  is  presented  :  Is  that  paper  genuine,  and  was  the 
oioney  borrowetl  by  Hamilton  under  it?  These  facts  are  so 
clearly  proved  by  the  evidence,  that  ''  the  probation  bears  no 
hinge  nor  loop  to  bang  a  doubt  on^'^  6ut  it  is  contended,  that, 
faotwithstanding  the  proof  of  these  facts,  no  lien  is  created, 
becsiise  the  mortgage  was  not  signed  by  each  one  of  the  parties^ 
per  James  Hamilton^  their  attprney,  This  doctrine  is  tmdoubt* 
edly  true,  wtie4*e  llie  patly  signing  is  acting  only  "ks  agent  or 
attorney  :  but  the  principle  docs  not  apply  in  this  case,  because 
the  legal  title  and  estate  were  in  Hamilton* 

The  deed  having  been  executed,  tlic  court  will  presume  a 
delivery. — Gresley's  Eq.  Ev.  371.  No  proof  of  an  actual  deliv* 
cry  is  now  required.  — 4  Kent  455  ;  1  Edw.  Ch.  497  ;  5  Humph. 
411,  412  5  8  Mason  401.  There  was  an  agreement  to  deliver, 
and  e(|uity  will  consider  that  as  done  which  was  agreed  to  be 
done. — ^1  Story's  Equity  §  64  g.  The  record  shows  an  agree- 
ment, placed  there  by  the  solicitors  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error, 
and  the  court  will  hold  the  parties  bound  by  it. — Story's  Eq. 
Ev.  39. 

Hope  &  Co.  were  proper  parties  to  the  cross  bill  filed  by  tha 
Bank,  because  it  was  necessary  that  all  parties  having  any 
interest  should  be  before  the  court.— Story's  Eq.  PI.  §  72  ; 
Clay's  Digest  352  §  44.  A  cross  bill  is  in  the  nature  of  an 
original  bill,  and  there  is  no  ground  of  demurrer  to  such  a  bill 
which  will  not  hold  to  an  original  bill.— Story's  Eq.  PI.  §^  628, 
629.  If  Hopo  &  Co.  are  improper  parties,  not  being  within  the 
jnrisdictipp  of  th^  court,  it  is  no  cause  of  demurrer  on  their 
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part,  because  the  decree  would  not  have  been  binding  on  their 
interests  if  they  had  not  appeared.— Story's  Eq.  PI-  §  544  ;  5 
Geo.  R.  696*  This  argument  applies  to  all  the  parties  who 
Were  brought  in  by  publication ;  they  arc  not  bound  by  tho 
decree,  and  therefore  cannot  colttplain  on  error  that  they  were 
not  properly  put  in  default.  Again  ;  no  such  point  was  tnade 
iti  the  court  below,  dnd  it  is  thetefbre  no  ground  of  ertof ; 

'f  he  parties,  then)  being  properly  before  the  coiirtj  the  ques- 
tion arises,  how  are  the  claims  on  the  fund  to  be  |)atd.  TP he 
claim  of  the  Bank  against  the  Costers  has  already  been  con« 
sidered.  The  claim  of  Wasliburn,  however  just,  is  secondary 
to  that  of  the  Bank,  btcause,  without  mentioning  other  reasons, 
Washburn's  notes  are  dated  subsequent  to  Cowles'  authority 
to  Hamilton  to  borrow  from  tlie  Bank,  ind  consequently,  the 
loan  being  effected  on  the  faith  of  all  this  property,  at  the  time 
the  debt  was  contracted,  the  vendor's  Hen  and  every  right  that 
Oowles  had  were  pledged  for  its  payment.  The  Bank,  then, 
held  an  equitable  lien  on  this  property,  which  would  require  its 
debt  to  be  paid  in  preference  to  ail  other  debts  existing  at*  the 
time.  On  the  7tli  of  July,  1840,  a  power  of  attorney  was  given 
to  Hamilton  to  borrow  money  in  Europe.  On  the  19th  of  Octo- 
ber, 1840,  the  two  bonds  for  $225,000  each  were  executed.  On 
the  24th  of  December,  1840,  a  mortgage  was  given  by  Hamilton 
to  secure  the  payment  of  tiiese  bonds;  this  mortgage  was  recorded 
in  Russell  County  on  the  lltli  of  February,  1841,  but  its  record 
was  of  no  force,  because  it  was  not  so  executed  as  to  entitle  it 
to  be  recorded.— Clav\s  Digest  l^:]  §§  255,  25t) ;  7  Geo.  R. 
531,  583.  And  as  no  constructive  notice  was  thus  given  to  the 
Bank,  so  no  actual  notice  was  brought  home  to  it.  The  Bank, 
then,  has  tho  oldest  ecjuitable  lien,  wliich  is  void  only  as  to  cred- 
itors and  subse<iucnt  purchasers. 

Hope  &  Co.  are  neither  creditors  nor  subsc([uent  purchasers. 
That  they  are  not  creditors,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute, 
see  11  Ala.  R.  05)1,  0!>4.  Tiu»y  are  not  subsequent  purchasers, 
because,  to  make  them  such,  the  legal  title  must  have  passed  to 
them.— 11  Ala.  R.  1081,  1083.  Tn  giving  effect  to  a  deed, 
the  law  will  carry  out  the  intention  of  the  parties. — 11  Ala.  R. 
781.  It  was  never  the  intention  of  the  parties  in  this  case  to 
pass  the  legal  title,  but  only  to  create  a  security.  The  legal 
title  does  not  pass  from  mortgagor  to  mortgagee  at  the  execution 
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of  the  mortgage.— 4  Kent's  Com.  160  n  ;  1  Kelly  193  ;  10 
Geo.  R.  73  ;  19  Ala.  R.  758  ;  8  Ala.  R.  706  ;  3  S.  &  P.  406. 
A  subsequent  unrecorded  mortgage,  when  the  first  mortgage  is 
not  recorded,  acquires  &o  lien  superior  to  the  first ;  they  are 
both  but  equitable  liens,  and  the  oldest  equity  will  prevaiK-— 
1  Story's  Equity  419,  420  ;  2  Johns.  Ch»  R.  603  ;  2  Lomax 
866» 

Ail  AlUdhiiletit  against  itamilton  was  levied  on  tUs  ^tb^etiy 
on  the  l8th  of  March^  1842j  and  a  judgment  thereon  obtained 
against  hioi  6n  the  17ih  of  dctober,  1842.  This  was  the  proper 
judgnient  to  bind  the  property,  because  the  legal  title  was  in 
him.— Strong  on  Partnership  §  62  ;  2  Story's  Equity  §  1207  ; 
Clay's  Digest  350  §  31.  The  Bank,  therefore,  as  against  the 
unrecorded  mortgage  of  Hope  &  Co.,  and  without  actual  notice 
of  that  mortgage,  is  a  creditor,  within  the  legal  acceptation  of 
that  term,  as  against  whom  said  mortgage  is  void. 

The  judgment  confessed  in  favor  of  Hope  &  Co..  on  the  2d 
fo  May,  1840,  can  give  Heine  no  lien,  and  is  void  as  to  Hope 
&  Co.,  because  colorable  in  part. — 9  Ala.  R.  805,  311.  But 
the  lien  of  the  Bank's  attachment  exists  from  the  18th  of  March, 
1842,  the  time  of  its  levy,  and  is,  therefore,  the  oldest  lien. — 
8  Ala.  R.  813,  616,  617.  The  judgment  was  suspended  by 
Hope  &  Co.,  and  their  lien  thus  lost. — 15  Ala.  ^,  18,  128. 
This  judgment  was  confessed  by  Hamilton  to  protect  the  prop- 
erty from  the  pursuit  of  other  creditors,  and  is  therefore  frautl- 
ulent  and  void.  Hamilton  was  the  only  representative  of  Hope 
&  Co.,  in  their  assent  to  this  judgment,  and,  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  parties,  a  judgment  taken  at  the  first  term  is  void. 
Hamilton's  letter,  therefore,  is  evidence  of  the  understanding 
and  agreement  under  which  this  judgment  taken. 

This  property  is   the  only  property  subject   to  the   Bank's^ 
claim,  while   Coster^s  whole  estate  is  liable   for  the  payment  of 
the  bonds  to  Hope  &  Co.    and  Heine  :  the   Bank,   therefore, 
should  be  paid  out  of  this  fund. — Story's  Equity  §§  499,  558, 
683,  642. 

Belser  &  Rice,  for  Washburn  : 

The  original  bill  was  filed   by  Washburn^to  enforce  a  ven- 
dor's lien  on  real  estate  for  the  purchase  money,  and  was  prop- 
erly filed. — Foster  v.  Atheneum,  3  Ala.  R.   302 ;  Roper  v, 
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McCook,  7  Ala.  318 ;  Conner  v.  Banks,  18  Ala.  R.  42 } 
KcUj  V.  Payne,  18  Ala.  R.  373  ;  2  Story's  Equity  §§  1  16 
\9  1235, 

Tiie  iiotes  on  wLich  Wasliburn^s  Iojh  is  piodicatca,  ^^'^*'^ 
signed  by  HauiiltOD  ;  the  bill  was  filed  against  biiDj  uud^erYictf 
on  him  perfected ;  and  a  decree  pro  confesso  was  afterwards 
regularly  taken  against  him.— Levert  V;  Kedwood,  9  Porter  8; 
Pittfield  V.  Gazzani,  2  Ala.  R.  325;  Cowart  v.  fitarrodj  IS! 
Ala.  R.  205  ;  Mobile  R.  R.  Co.   v.  Tahuan,  15  Ala.  R.  472. 

Wh«n  a  decree  pro  confesso  is  regularly  taken,  it  obviates  the 
necessity  of  proot  in  tiie  cause. — Wellborn  v*  I'iller^  lO  Ala; 
R.  806";  Arnold  v.  Shepherd,  6  Ala.  R.  2l»9  ;  Butler  v.  But- 
ler, 11  Ala.  R.  GdS  ;  Hartley  v.  Bl)odgood,  10  Ala*  233 ; 
Garrett  v.  Ricketts,  9  Ala.  R.  520.  It  is  of  equal  dignity  with 
a  judgment  at  law. — 1  Story's  Equity  ^  547. 

A  decree  pro  confesso  can  only  be  set  aside  by  filing  a  full 
and  complete  answer  before  the  heaiung. — Pond  v.  Lockwood, 
11  Ala.  R.  567  ;  Davenport  v.  Bartlett,  i)  Ala*  R.  179  ;  Kee- 
nan  v.  Strange,  12  Ala.  R.  290. 

A  vendor's  lien  for  the  payment  of  tlie  purchase  money  of 
lann,  with  a  decree  pro  cofifesso  and  an  ascertainment  of  the 
amount  of  purchase  money  due,  is  no  longer  a  secret  trust»  as 
some  of  the  cases  in  the  first  instance  call  it.  To  Hamilton  and 
his  associates  Washburn's  lien  never  was,  at  any  time,  secret ; 
and  the  decree  against  Hamilton  biiid:^  all  the  members  of  the 
company  and  their  representatives. — 1  Grtcn.  Ev.  §§  171, 172, 
177,  189  ;  Salle  v.  Liglitfoot,  4  Ala.  R.  700  ;  2  Hayw.  351 ; 
9  Leigh  403  ;  5  Pick.  380  ;  9  Ala.  R.  572  ;  1  Story's  Equity 
H  403,  400. 

If  the  decree  is  evidence  of  Washburn's  vendor's  lien,  and  of 
the  amount  due  on  the  notes  on  which  it  i.s  based,  and  Hamilton 
and  his  associates  and  their  representatives  are  alFected  by  it 
as  evidence,  tlien  the  admissions  of  Hope  &.  Co.  and  Heine, 
made  by  their  attorney,  ;ire  binding,  independent  of  Hamilton'^ 
tcstunony,  whieh  was  tukf*n  witiunit  iiotici'  U.  Washburn. — 1 
Giocn.  Ev.  §  ISO  ;  McCravoy  v.  RcrrKon,  1!^  Ala.  430. 

Washburn's  cross  bill  wa.s  impn^puriy  dismissed  ;  it  should 
havu  been  retained,  first,  .mj  far  rt>  it  a^-^crted  a  vendor's  lien  ; 
and,  secondly,  as  it  protected  Washliuin,  as  a  creditor  ii  the 
company,  against  all  of  the  members  and  their  representatives 
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and  also  against  Hope  &  Co.  and  their  transferree. — Gullum  y. 
Erwin,  4  Ala.  R.  452 ;  Nelson  v.  Dame,  15  Ala.  R.  501 ; 
Cammings  v.  Gill,  6  Ala.  R.  562. 

The  decree  in  favor  of  Washburn  on  the  original  bill,  plead- 
ings and  proof,  was  correct. — See  authorities  cited  in  brief  for 
Bank  of  Georgia. 

Washburn  was  a  creditor  of  Hamilton,  and  of  the  company, 
at  and  before  the  execution  of  the  mortgages.  In  the  absence 
of  proof,  the  legal  presumption  is,  that  the  notes  were  endorsed 
to  Washburn  contemporaneously  with  their  date,  or,  at  all 
events,  before  any  of  them  became  due. — ^Pinkerton  t.  Bailey, 
8  Wendell  600.  Washburn,  then,  being  a  creditor  before  the 
execution  of  the  mortgages,  and  the  mortgages  being  unregis- 
tered, a  court  of  chancery  will  not  become  active  against  him, 
and  postpone  him  to  these  unregistered  mortgages,  especially  as 
he  has  a  vendor's  lien  for  unpaid  purchase  money ;  at  all  events, 
this  cannot  noW  be  done,  as  there  is  no  proof  to  warrant  it. 
Hamilton's  evidence  cannot  be  received  as  against  Washburn, 
who  had  no  opportunity  to  cross-examine  him. 

The  pretended  judgments  by  confession  against  the  company 
are  wholly  invalid,  either  as  judgments  or  as  evidence,  first, 
because  they  do  not  show  the  names  of  the  parties,  (Reid  &  Co. 
V.  McLeod,  20  Ala.  R.  576 ;  2  Missouri  207 ;)  secondly, 
because  Hamilton  was  the  only  defendant  named  in  the  writ  who 
was  either  served  or  accepted  service,  and  he  bad  no  authority 
to  accept  service  for  the  company ;  and  thirdly,  because  they 
are  fraudulent,  being  for  a  much  larger  sum  than  was  due. — 
Marriott  v.  Givens,  8  Ala.  R.  712. 

GIBBONS,  J. — As  the  claim  of  Joseph  Washburn  is  the  one 
first  arising  upon  the  present  record,  we  deem  it  prc^ov  to  dis- 
pose of  it  before  proceeding  to  the  consideration  of  tlic  other 
claims  presented.  The  lien  set  up  by  Washburn  is  what  is 
usually  termed  a  vendor's  lien  for  the  purchase  money  of  real 
estate  sold,  but  the  purchase  money  of  which  still  remains  due 
and  unpaid.  This  is  sometimes  termed  an  equitable  mortgage^ 
in  favor  of  the  vendor,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  realize  the  pay- 
ment of  the  money  for  which  he  agreed  to  part  with  his  proper^. 

It  may  safely  be  assumed  as  a  principle,  that  the  assignee  or 
endorsee  of  a  note  given  for  the  purchase  money  of  real  estatei . 
5 
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cannot  stand  in  a  better  or  higher  position  than  the  original 
payee  or  vendor  of  the  property.  Let  us  inquire,  then,  what 
would  be  the  rights  of  Jerry  Cowles,  if  he  was  the  party  seeking 
to  enforce  the  vendor's  lien  insisted  upon  by  Washburn. — As 
against  the  Costers,  who  represent  the  claims  of  John  G.  Coster, 
it  could  not  prevail,  because  Cowles,  when  he  became  a  member 
of  the  company^  recognized  the  right  of  John  G.  Coster  to  hold 
all  the  property  of  tlie  company,  and  all  ihat  it  might  acquire, 
subject  to  his  lien  for  his  reimbursement  for  the  advances  which 
he  nad  made ;  and  because  Jerry  Cowles  had  pledged  his  entire 
interest  in  the  company,  to  indemnify  the  company  lor  any  loss 
which  it  might  sustain  in  the  purchase  of  the  thirty  thousand 
acres  of  land  for  one  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars.  John  G. 
Coster  had  guarantied  the  payment  of  the  bonds  given  to  Cowles 
in  payment  of  this  one  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars,  and 
the  executors  of  the  said  John  G.  had  paid  of  these  bonds  seven- 
ty-five thousand <lollars,  with  a  large  amount  of  interest,  whilst 
the  Georgia  lands,  which  were  to  have  been  sold  within  five  years, 
according  to  the  covenant  of  Cowles,  without  loss,  are  yet  unsold, 
and  all  the  share  of  the  said  Cowles  in  said  company,  is  subject 
to  make  good  to  said  company  the  said  covenant. 

Cowles  could  not  have  insisted  upon  a  vendor's  lien,  as  against 
the  Costers,  for  another  reason.  Ue  sold  to  Hamilton  and  the 
Hexiers,  and  they,  for  a  bona  fide  and  valuable  consideration, 
sold  and  conveyed  the  interest  which  they  thus  acquired  from 
Cowles  to  the  Costers,  the  complainants,  without  notice  of  any 
such  outstanding  claim  or  equity.  This  would  defeat  Cowles 
vendor's  lien,  even  if  he  had  shown  himself  in  other  respects 
entitled  to  one. — Houston  v.  Staunton,  11  Ala.  412  ;  5  Monroe 
195. 

As  against  the  Bank  of  Georgia,  Hope  &  Co.  and  Carl  Heine, 
Cowles  could  not  have  asserted  a  vendor's  lien,  without  proving 
that  they  advanced  their  money  with  notice  of  his  lien.  So  far 
as  respects  the  Ban}c  of  Georgia,  we  find  the  name  of  Cowles 
signed  to  the  paper  which  authorized  Hamilton  to  borrow  the 
money  and  pledge  the  property  of  the  company  as  a  security 
for  its  repaymf*nt.  As  respects  subsequent  creditors,  mort- 
gagees or  purchasers,  Cowles,  or  Washburn  who  claims  through 
Cowles,  would  have  to  establish  the  fact  that  such  subsequent 
purchaser,  mortgagee,  or  creditor  became  such  with  full  notice 
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of  his  existing  equity  over  the  property,  before  he  ooald  preyail 
against  their  rights.  We  look  in  vain  through  this  whole  record, 
to  find  any  evidence  on  which  the  claim  set  up  by  Washburn 
can  rest  with  any  plausibility.  The  decree  of  the  Chancellor  was 
right  in  dismissing  his  cross  bill,  and  he  should  also  have  dis- 
missed his  original  bill.  We  do  not  deem  it  important  to  notice 
the  question  of  practice  as  to  the  different  cases  presented  by  the 
original  and  cross  bills,  as,  in  our  opinion,  neither  the  one  nor 
the  other  presents  any  case  to  be  entertained  in  a  court  of  equity 
as  against  the  Bank  of  Georgia,  the  Costers,  or  Hope  &  Co. 
and  Carl  Heine.     This  bill  is,  therefore,  dismissed  with  costo. 

The  question  next  arises  as  to  what  are  the  comparative  mer- 
its of  the  claim  of  the  Costers  and  that  of  the  State  Bank  of 
Georgia. 

From  a  careful  inspection  of  the  deeds  and  exhibits  appended 
to  the  bill  of  the  Costers,  showing  the  objects  and  the  varioot 
transactions  of  the  company,  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  members  of  the  association,  constituting  the  "  Oswichee 
Company,''  were  partners  so  far  as  third  persons  were  con- 
cemed.  It  is  true,  the  partnership  was  a  peculiar  one ;  but 
still  they  were  undoubtedly  so  far  partners  that  the  whole  assets 
of  the  company  would,  in  equity,  be  considered  as  pledged  for 
the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  company,  and  the  debts  of  third 
persons  would  have  priority  over  the  debts  of  its  individual  mem- 
bers.—Story  on  Part.  §§  606,  410, 77. 

The  evidence  in  the  record,  we  think,  neeessarily  induces  the 
conclusion  that  the  agent,  Hamilton,  bad  ample  authority  to 
borrow  money  for  the  company,  and  to  pledge  or  mortgage  the 
property  of  the  company  as  a  security  for  the  faithful  payment 
thereof.  This  authority  has  the  names  of  all  the  members  of 
the  company  at  the  time  affixed  to  it,  that  of  John  G.  Coster 
amongst  the  others.  This  authority  was  shown  to  the  Bank  by 
Hamilton  at  the  time  he  borrowed  the  money,  and  was,  accord- 
ing to  the  testimony,  influential  in  causmg  the  Bank  to  part 
with  ics  money  and  make  the  loan.  We  think  the  inference 
entirely  legitimate,  from  the  bill  of  the  Bank  and  the  proofs 
upon  the  subject,  that  the  Bank  parted  with  its  money  upon  the 
onderstanding  that  it  was  to  have  a  lien  of  some  kind  upon  the 
property  of  the  company  for  its  security,  or  a  pledge  of  some 
kind  of  the  property  for  the  same  object.    Else  why  should 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


60  ALABAMA. 


Ck>ster*8  Ex-rs  v.  Bank  of  Georgia  et  al. 

Hamilton  have  drawn  up  the  paper  in  the  form  in  which  it  now 
appears^  and  let  it  lie  amongst  his  papers  for  several  jears 
wiUioat  its  being  delivered.  We  consider  then  the  fact  as 
established,  that  the  Bank  loaned  its  money  upon  the  faith  of 
the  property  of  the  company,  and  not  upon  the  credit  of  the 
individoal  members  thereof,  through  whom  the  negotiation  was 
effected ;  and  so  far  as  the  members  of  the  company  are  con- 
cemed,  the  Bank  is  to  be  considered  a  mortgagee  of  the  prop- 
er^ of  the  oompany  for  the  security  of  their  debt^  and  this  on 
the  principle,  that  equity  will  consider  that  as  done  which  ought 
to  be  done.    See  Story's  Equity  64  g. 

This  view  would  phce  the  claims  of  the  Bank  of  Georgia 
above  those  of  the  Costers,  as  the  latter  represent  John  G. 
Coster  and  the  claims  which  they  have  paid  as  executors  since 
the  death  of  the  said  John  G.  In  the  view  of  the  case  thac  we 
have  taken,  we  deem  it  entirely  unimportant  whether  the  counsel 
of  the  Costers*  Mr.  Johnson,  is  held  to  his  admission  that  the 
paper,  No.  6,  which  is  one  of  the  exhibits  to  the  cross  bill  of  the 
Bank  of  Georgia,  and  which  purports  to  be  the  mortgage  itself 
of  the  Bank,  was  executed  and  delivered  at  the  time  it  purports 
to  have  been  or  not.  We  do  not  rest  the  claim  of  the  Bank 
upon  this  admission,  but  upon  the  fact  that  the  Bank  trusted 
the  company,  loaned  its  money  on  the  faith  of  the  property  of 
the  company ;  and  as  between  the  Bank  and  the  members  of  the 
company,  equity  will  consider  the  Bank  as  mortgagees,  with  a 
lien  upon  the  property  of  the  company  until  its  debt  is  paid. 

We  see  no  error,  however,  in  the  court's  holding  counsel  to 
the  admission  which  they  had  made  relative  to  the  execution  of 
the  paper  in  question ;  but,  in  our  opinion,  with  or  without  such 
an  admission,  the  law  would  have  been  the  same.  Our  conclu- 
sion, therefore^,  is,  that  the  Bank  of  Georgia,  so  far  as  its  claim 
is  concerned,  as  compared  with  the  Costers,  has  the  better  right, 
and  to  that  extent  the  Chancellor  below  correctly  decided  the  law. 

We  next  present  the  claims  of  the  Bank  of  Georgia  in  juxta- 
position with  those  of  Hope  &  Co.  and  Carl  Heine,  with  h  view 
of  determining  their  relative  superiority. 

It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Bank  of  Georgia,  that,  inas- 
much as  the  mortgage  of  Hope  &  Co.  and  Carl  Heme  was  irreg- 
ularly recorded,  being  acknowledged  before  the  American  consul 
in  Amsterdam,  and  such  an  acknowledgment  not  authorizing 
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the  same  to  be  recorded,  therefore  it  is  to  be  considered  in  all 
respects,  so  far  as  the  Bank  is  concerned,  as  unrecorded ;  and 
that  being  unrecorded,  and  subsequent  in  point  of  time  to  the 
mortgage  of  the  Bank,  it  is  a  mere  equitable  lien  upon  the  prop- 
erty, an<i  therefore  inferior  to  the  lien  of  the  Bank.  To  this  it 
i:s  replied,  that  the  mortgage  of  Hope  &  Co.  and  Carl  Heine  is 
in  all  respects  a  regular  legal  mortgage  ;  that  its  execution  and 
delivery  are  perfect ;  its  consideration  hona^fide^  and  that  they, 
the  mortgagees,  loaned  their  money  without  any  notice  whatever 
of  the  mortgage  set  up  by  the  Bank,  and  therefore  claim  that 
the  penalty  of  nullity  is  denounced  by  the  statute  against  the 
mortgage  of  the  Bank,  so  far  as  Uope  &  Co.  and  Heine  are 
concerned  ;  and  therefore  they  claim  to  hold  priority,  as  between 
their  claim  and  that  of  the  Bank  of  Georgia. 

We  decui  it  of  some  importance  to  regard  for  a  moment  the 
forms  of  the  two  conveyances,  under  which  Hope  &  Co.  and 
Heine  and  the  Bank  claim.  The  instrument  in  writing  under 
which  the  Bank  of  Georgia  claims,  and  the  circumstances  attend- 
ing its  execution  and  delivery,  make  it  an  equity  merely  to  have 
their  debt  paid  out  of  the  assets  of  the  company,  but  it  does 
not  place  in  the  Bank  the  legal  title  to  the  assets  or  any  por- 
tion of  the  assets  of  the  said  company ;  whereas  the  mortgage 
of  Uope  &  Co.  is  in  all  respects  legal  and  regular,  except  that 
it  is  acknowledged  before  the  American  consul  in  Amsterdam. 
The  granting  clause  of  the  mortgage  is,  ^^  granted,  bargained, 
sold,  aliened,  conveyed  and  released;"  and  it  was  regularly 
executed  and  delivered,  but  irregularly  acknowledged  and 
recorded.  By  the  mortgage  of  Hope  &  Co.  the  legal  title 
passed,  an!  after  the  law  day  ejectment  would  lie.  The  ques- 
tion then  arises,  what  is  the  effect  of  our  acts  of  registration 
upon  the  two  instruments  by  which  Hope  &  Co.  and  the  Bank 
of  Georgia  claim?  and  how  do  the  said  acts  affect  the  one  in 
reference  to  the  other  ? 

If  we  apply  to  them  the  act  of  1823,  (Clay's  Digest  154  §  18,) 
we  shall  see  that  the  penalty  of  nullity  is  pronounced  upon  the 
mortgage  of  the  Bank,  so  far  as  respects  Hope  &  Co.  and  Carl 
Heine.  The  language  of  the  act  is,  that,  as  against  ^'  a  sub- 
sequent bonajide  purchaser,  or  a  mortgagee  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, not  having  notice  thereof,"  such  deed  or  conveyance 
shall  be  void  and  of  no  effect.    That  Hope  &  Co*  are  mortgagees, 
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is  undoabted.    Their  claim  is  based  upon  the  technical  bond 
and  mortgage.    This  act  of  1823  makes  no  requirement  of  the 
sabsequent  mortgagee,  that  he  mast  record  his  mortgage,  or 
stand  m  the  same  predicament  as  the  first  mortgagee  with  his 
onregistered  mortgage.    The  act  simply  declares  the  first  unre- 
corded deed  void,  as  against  the  subsequent  mortgagee,  bona 
fidej  and  upon  valuable  consideration,  where  such  mortgage  is 
contracted  without  notice  of  the  prior  incumbrance^Suppose, 
then,  the  case  of  two  mortgages  of  real  estate,  both  regular  upon 
their  face,  but  neither  recorded,  and  that  the  last  has  been  con- 
tracted in  ignorance  of  the  existence  of  the  first.    Can  there  be 
any  doubt  that  the  last  mortgage  would  override  the  first  ?   We 
consider  it  plain,  that  it  would.    The  second  mortgagee,  in  not 
recording  his  mortgage,  runs  the  risk  simply  of  being  overrid- 
den by  some  subsequent  mortgagee  or  incumbrancer,  and  in  that 
case  the  statute  would  declare  the  nullity  of  his  mortgage,  and 
prefer  the  subsequent  one,  as  it  prefers  his  to  the  previous  one^ 
A  different  rule  would  prevail,  if  the  statute  gave  the  preferendB 
to  the  mortgage  first  recorded ;  but  that  is  not  so,  nor  does  the 
act  require  the  second  mortgage  to  be  recorded  at  all,  but  it 
pronounces  the  second  mortgage,  on  its  execution  and  delivery, 
if  executed  and  received  in  ignorance  of  the  first  mortgage,  its^ 
superior.     And  we  apprehend  the  result  will  be  the  same,  if  wd^ 
apply  to  these  instruments  the  act  of  1828,  which  speaks  of 
deeds  of  trust  of  personal  property  to  secure  debts.    Under  this 
act,  a  deed  not  recorded  for  30  days,  if  of  personal  property, 
and  for  60  days  if  of  real  estate,  is  pronounced  void,  as  against 
creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers  without  notice.    Applying 
this  act  to  the  two  deeds  under  which  the  parties  claim,  we  can- 
not perceive  any  difference  in  the  result.     Hope  &  Co.,  it  is  con- 
ceived, are,  under  their  mortgages,  creditors,  if  not  subsequent 
purchasers ;  and  the  nullity  of  the  Bank  mortgage,  as  to  them, 
is  as  distinctly  declared  under  this  act  as  under  the  act  of  1823, 
where  we  are  disposed  to  think  the  deeds  legitimately  fall.    The 
vice  of  the  argument  of  the  counsel  in  favor  of  the  Bank  of  Geor- 
gia, consists  in  supposing  that,  the  latter  mortgage  remaining 
unrecorded,  the  mortgages  in  that  respect  stand  on  the  same 
level.      Whereas  the  truth  is,  that  the  act  itself,  whether  we 
apply  to  them  the  act  of  1828  or  the  act  of  1828,  makes  the 
first  mortgage  null  and  void  so  far  as  the  second  is  concerned, 


Digitized  by  VjOOQiC 


JUNE  TERM,  1858, 68 

Coster's  Ez'rs  v.  Bank  of  Georgia  et  al. 

and  neither  act  imposes  upon  the  second  mortgage  the  necessity 
of  being  registered  in  order  to  give  it  priority  over  the  first.    In 
this  respect  our  acts  are  different  from  tl  e  acts  of  the  State  of 
New  York  and  Virginia,  on  vrhich  is  founded  the  decision  in  2 
Johns.  Ch.  608,  and  2  Lomax's.  Digest  866.     These  acts  were 
copied  from  the  2d  of  Anne,  chapter  4th,  which,  after  describing 
the  kind  of  conveyances  to  which  it  extended,  and  saying  that 
the  memorials  of  them  should  be  registered  in  the  manner  di. 
rected,  added,  that  *'  every  such  deed  or  conveyance  shall  be 
adjudged  fraudulent  and  void  against  any  subsequent  purchaser 
or  mortgagee  for  a  valuable  consideration,  unless  such  memorial 
thereof  is  registered  as  by  the  act  directed  before  the  registering 
of  the  subsequent  deed  or  conveyance."    The  early  registry 
acts  of  V^irginia,  and  a  portion  of  those  of  New  York,  contained 
clauses  similar  to  the  one  quoted  from  the  2d  of  Anne,  and  mak'i- 
ing  it  necessary  to  have  the  second  mortgage  registered  before 
nullity  of  the  first  mortgage  is  declared.     The  more  modem 
acts  of  those  States  do  not  contain  any  such  clause,  and  conse- 
quently the  decisions  in  those  States  upon  the  effect  of  the  reg- 
istry acts  upon  the  first  conveyance,  is  to  the  effect  that  they 
are  void  as  to  the  second,  irrespective  of  the  fact  whether  the 
second  mortgage  has  been  recorded  or  not.~19  John  281 ;  2 
Lomax's  Dig.    370;  17  Ohio  226;  6  Barb.  S.   C.  R.   60;  1 
Peters  S.  C.  R.  552.     This  we  think  the  true  construction  to 
give  to  our  acts;  so  that  whether  we  apply  to  the  mortgage  of 
the  Bank  of  Georgia  the  act  of  1823  or  the  act  of  1828,  that 
mortgage,  so  far  as  respects  Hope  &  Co.  and  Cari  Heine,  would 
be  void ;  and  so  far  as  this  Bank  is  concerned,   the  position  of 
Hope  &  Co.  and  Heine  is  in  no  respect  changed  from  what  it 
would  have  been  if  their  mortgage,  had  in  all  respects  been  re- 
corded according  to  the  statute/ The  only  risk  which  they  run 
in  failing  to  record  their  mortgage  properly,  was  as  to  subse- 
quent creditors  and  bona  fide  purchasers  without  notice.    Tho 
ititute  itself  fixes  their  condition  as  to  prior  incumbrances,  and 
the  courts  of  the  country,  when  called  upon,  must  enforce  it. 
Our  conclusion,  therefore,  ia,  that  Hope  &  Co.  and  Cari  Heine 
have  a  lien  superior  to  that  of  the  Bank  of  Georgia,  and  are  to 
be  preferred  to  said  Bank  in  the  distribution  of  the  funds  of  the 
company./; 

We  hi^  not  thought  proper,  in  thU  opinion,  to  dwell  upon  the 
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eflfect  of  the  attachment  and  judgment  obtained  bj  the  Bank  of 
Oeorgia  against  James  Hamilton  individually,  nor  upon  the 
effectof  the  judgment  confessed  by  the  counsel  of  the  Oswichee 
Company,  in  favor  of  Hope  &  Co.  Neither  of  these  judg- 
ments, in  our  opinion,  ought  Jto  have  any  material  influence  in 
the  decision  of  the  case.  It  is  true,  the  legal  title  of  the  prop- 
erty was  in  James  Hamilton,  but  the  equitable  title  was  in  the 
members  of  the  company  ;  and  under  such  circumstances,  the 
lien  acquired  by  the  judgment  must  necessarily  be  subject  to  the 
equities  alreatly  existing  over  the  property. — 1  Paige  279,  280 ; 
4  ib.  9.  For  a  similar  reason,  the  judgment  in  favor  of  Hope 
&  Co.  V.  the  Oswichee  Company  could  not  be  efficient  as  a  lien, 
because  the  legal  title  to  the  land  was  in  James  Hamilton,  and 
the  judgment  lien,  as  we  understand  it,  only  operates  upon  the 
legal  title. 

Wo  have,  therefore,  placed  our  decision  upon  other  grounds. 
Besides,  if  wc  could  give  to  the  attachment  and  judgment  of  the 
Bank  of  Georgia  an  efiect  superior  to  what  we  have  done,  it  is 
still  very  doubtful  if  its  position  before  the  court  would  enable 
it  to  derive  any  benefit  from  it.  The  Bank  filed  a  cross  bill, 
and  by  that  it  is  supposed  to  have  made  its  case,  by  which  it  is 
willing  to  be  judged.  In  that  crossbill,  its  attachment  and 
judgment  are  no  where  named  or  relied  upon  ;  and  the  only  in- 
'  formation  the  court  has  upon  this  subject,  from  the  pleadings, 
is,  that  it  is  stated  in  the  bill  of  the  Costers,  and  confessed  in 
the  answer  of  the  Bank  to  that  bill.  The  Bank  having  under* 
taken  to  file  a  cross  bill,  and  not  setting  up  this  attachment  and 
judgment  therein  as  one  of  the  grounds  upon  which  it  relies  for 
its  superiority,  how  can  it  derive  any  benefit  from  it  so  far  as 
Hope  &  Co.  arc  concerned  7  As  to  the  Costers'  bill,  to  which 
tho  answer  of  the  Bank  was  responsive,  a  diflferent  rule  would 
perhaps  prevail ;  but  as  against  Hope  &  Co.  and  Heine,  we 
apprehend  the  Bank  iiv  ould  be  confined  to  the  case  made  by  their 
cross  bill.  On  this  point,  however,  we  make  no  decision  ;  as  we 
have  already  stated,  our  decision  is  placed  upon  other  grounds. 
As  to  the  effect  of  the  judgment  of  Hope  &  Co.,  we  do  not  deem 
it  necessary  to  decide,  because,  even  without  that,  we  consider 
their  lien  superior  to  that  of  the  Bank  of  Georgia,  and  conse- 
quently to  that  of  all  other  parties  before  the  court. 

Oar  coBolttiiooi  tberefore,  i^,  that  of  the  olaims  btfor*  tbt 
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court  in  this  cause,  that  of  Hope  &  Co.  and  Carl  Heine  stands 
first ;  that  of  the  State  Bank  of  Georgia,  second ;  and  lastly, 
that  of  the  Costers,  who  only  represent  the  stock  of  the  com- 
pany, or,  in  other  words,  who  are  themselves  the  stockholders. 
As  to  the  claim  of  Washburn,  we  have  already  shown  that  it 
cannot  be  supported,  and,  as  above  stated,  his  bill  is  dismissed 
with  costs.  The  decree  of  the  Chancellor,  so  far  as  it  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  views  above  expressed,  is  reversed,  and  so  far 
as  it  is  in  accordance  with  them,  it  is  affirmed.  The  cause 
must  be  remanded,  with  directions  to  the  Chancellor  to  proceed 
with  it,  and  distribute  the  funds  in  accordance  with  the  views 
above  expressed. 

We  think  there  was  no  error  in  the  Bank  of  Georgia  making 
Hope  &  Co.  and  Carl  Heine  parties  to  their  cross  bill.  They 
had  not  been  made  parties,  it  is  true,  by  the  Costers,  in  their 
bill ;  but  it  is  clear  that  they  had  a  direct  and  very  important 
interest  in  the  litigation,  and  were  important  parties  before  the 
court.  Under  such  circumstances,  we  apprehend  it  matters 
little  at  whose  instance  they  are  brought  in.  If  it  were  neces- 
sary to  have  them  before  the  court,  the  court  would  even  order 
them  to  be  brought  in,  in  order  to  enable  it  to  proceed  to  a  final 
decree  in  the  cause. 

It  is  also  objected,  that  the  infant  heirs  of  John  G.  Coster  are 
not  made  parties  in  a  legal  mode,  according  to  the  rules  of 
chancery  practice.  The  will  of  John  G.  Coster  is  not  set  out, 
so  that  we  cannot  see  whether  these  infants  are  necessary  parties 
or  not.  Assuming  that  they  are  necessary  parties,  the  third 
and  forty -first  Rules  of  Chancery  Practice  direct  in  what  man- 
ner they  shall  be  brought  before  the  court.  The  record  does 
not,  in  our  opinion,  furnish  evidence  that  these  requisitions  have 
been  complied  with.  We  nowhere  see  in  the  record  the  evidence 
that  the  requirements  even  of  the  order  of  publication  have  been 
complied  with,  so  far  as  these  infants  are  concerned.  If,  there- 
fore, the  Bank  should  think  it  necessary  to  bring  these  infants 
formally  before  the  court,  we  should  feel  compelled  to  decide 
that  they  were  not  so  at  present. — 16  Ala.  509 ;  5  Ala.  158  ; 
6  Ala.  452  ;  1  Ala.  879  ;  Code  716.  As  the  cause  has  to  be 
remanded  for  errors  in  the  main  decree,  we  have  deemed  it  impor- 
tant to  say  this  much  upon  the  point,  as  to  the  mode  in  which 
tbtie  infants  have  been  brought  before  the  court.    In  the  future 
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proceedings  before  the  Chancellor,  the  parties  will  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  correct  any  errors  of  this  kind  wnich  may  be  found  to 
exist. 

It  but  remains  to  add  that  Washburn  must  be  taxed  with  the 
costs  of  this  court  and  of  the  court  below,  so  far  as  his  bill  and 
cross  bill  are  concerned.  He  must  also  be  taxed  with  bis  own 
costs  in  the  cases  of  the  Costers  and  the  Bank.  And  the  bal- 
ance of  the  costs  in  this  court,  must  be  equally  divided  between 
the  Bank  of  Georgia  and  the  Costers,  and  also  of  the  court  be- 
low up  to  the  present  time;  leaving  the  court  below,  however, 
free  to  make  such  disposition  of  the  costs  to  accrue  in  the  future 
proceedings  in  the  cause,  as  shall  be  just  and  proper. 
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HARRISON  vs.   THE  STATE. 

1.  In  a  ease  of  homicide,  to  justify  the  killing,  it  is  not  salBcient  that  the 
deceased  had  the  means  at  hand  to  effect  a  deadly  purpose,  bat  he  most  have 
indicated,  by  some  act  or  demonstration,  at  the  time  of  the  killing,  a  present 
intention  to  carry  oat  such  purpose,  thereby  indacing  a  reasonable  belief  on 
the  port  of  the  slayer  that  it  was  necessary  to  deprive  him  of  life  to  save  his 
own :  and  if  the  evidence  shows  no  such  act  or  demonstration,  no  question  on 
the  law  of  self-defence  arises. 

t  If  one  man  deliberately  kill  another,  to  prevent  a  mere  trespass  upon 
property,  whether  such  trespass  could  or  could  not  be  otherwise  prevented,  it 
»  murder. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Clarke. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  John.  A.  Cuthbert. 

Robert  R.  Harrison,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  was  indic^'ed 
for  the  murder  of  one  George  W.  Gilbei  t ;  was  tried  and  found 
gailtj,  and  sentenced  to  the  penitentiary  for  the  term  of  his 
natural  life. 

A  bill  of  exceptions  was  sealed  at  the  trial,  by  which  it 
appears  that  the  deceased  ard  Harrison  were  brothers-in-law ; 
that  some  time  previous  to  the  killing  a  ditch  had  been  dug  by 
the  deceased,  some  four  feet  deep,  which  drained  a  pond  of 
water  that  otherwise  accumulated  on  the  land  botL  of  Harrison 
uA  the  deceftsedf  their  farms  lying  contiguous;  said  ditcb 
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ttUoifing  the  water  to  flow  off,  through  the  land  of  Harrison,  to 
the  woods  below,  and  had  been  kept  open  for  that  purpose  about 
ten  years;  that  on  the  day  previo.us  to  the  fatal  occurrence, 
there  came  a  heavy  rain,  and  Harrison  was  seen,  the  same 
(Sunday)  evening,  at  work  on  the  edge  of  the  ditch,  and  the  next 
day  it  was  ascertained  to  be  stopped  up  by  dirt  being  thrown 
into  it ;  the  result  was,  the  corn  of  Gilbert,  growing  in  the  field, 
was  overflown  with  water,  as  much  as  from  one  to  four  acres  ; 
that  Gilbert  sent  his  two  small  boys  with  hoes  to  open  the  ditch, 
so  as  to  let  the  water  pass  off;  that  they  proceeded  to  where  it 
was  filled  up  in  the  field  of  Harrison,  and  returned  in  a  short 
time  and  reported  that  it  was  filled  up  to  such  an  extent  they 
could  not  open  it ;  that  the  deceased  tben  requested  his  wife  to 
go  and  assist  the  boys,  saying,  at  the  same  time,  that  "  he  did 
not  wish  to  have  any  fuss  or  difEculty  with  Harrison"  ;  that 
Mrs.  Gilbert  and  the  lads  returned  to  the  place,  and  commenced 
removing  the  dirt,  when  Harrison,  who  is  the  brother  of  Mrs. 
Gilbert,  came,  and  began  with  a  hoe  to  fill  up  the  ditch,  sprang 
across  it,  and  struck  one  of  the  boys  two  slight  blows  with  his 
hoe,  one  of  the  blows  being  upon  the  face ;  that  the  boy  then 
started  back  to  the  house,  and  Harrison  said,  as  he  started,  ^4f 
it  is  for  guns  you  are  going,  I  will  go  and  get  mine,"  and  imme- 
diately ran  to  his  house,  about  one  hundred  and  fifty  yards 
distant,  and  came  back  with  his  gun,  saying  to  Mrs.  Gilbert, 
"  If  Gilbert  comes  here  I  will  kill  him";  that  the  boy  who  went 
to  the  house  informed  his  father,  the  deceased,  that  Harrison 
was  at  the  ditch,  and  would  not  let  them  open  it ;  Gilbert,  who 
could  see  the  parties  from  his  house,  replied,  ^'  It  will  not  do  to 
let  the  corn  spoil,  and  we  must  go  back  and  let  off  the  water"  ; 
he  then  took  his  gun  down  from  over  the  door,  and  the  little  boy 
took  his  gUu,  and  they  proceeded  in  an  ordinary  gait  to  the 
ditch ;  Gilbert  came  up  within  a  few  feet  of  Harrison,  who  was 
on  the  opposite  side  of  the  ditch,  and   with  his  gun  on  his 
shoulder  stopped,  looking  at  his  wife,  who  was  near  by,  and 
seeming  to  be  about  to  speak  to  her,  when  Harrison  discharged 
his  gun  at  him,  which  taking  effect,  he  instantly  died.    Harrison 
immediately  started  to  run  to  his  house,  saying,  ^^  If  you  are 
not  dead  now,  damn  you,  I  will  come  back  and  kill  you."     The 
evidence  further  tended  to  show,  that  the  opening  of  the  ditch 
was  a  benefit  to  Harrison  as  well  as  to  the  deceased. 
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The  court  charged  the  jurj  as  follows :  '^  If,  when  Gilbert 
came  armed  to  the  ditch,  Harrison  had  reason  to  believe  that 
Gilbert  was  about  to  shoot  him,  and  that  Harrison's  only  safety 
was  in  taking  the  first  shot,  then  the  killing  was  in  self-defence; 
but  that  this  belief  of  Harrison  must  not  rest  on  his  fears  only: 
it  must  be  a  well  founded  belief  of  a  danger  to  his  life,  or  of 
some  great  bodily  harm,  immediately  at  that  time  pressing  on 
him." 

The  defendant's  counsel  asked  the  court  to  charge  the  jury, 
'*  that,  if  Harrison  was  in  the  possession  of  the  land,  and  had 
closed  up  the  ditch,  Gilbert  had  no  right  to  use  force  in  opening 
it,  although  it  might  cause  his  land  to  overflow" ;  also,  ^^  that  if 
Harrison  had  a  well  founded  belief  that  Gilbert  came  into  his 
field  with  his  gun  with  the  intention  of  doing  him  a  bodily  harm, 
then  Harrison  was  not  bound  to  wait  for  Gilbert  to  execute  his 
intentions,  but  might  act  in  his  own  defence."  These  charges 
the  court  refused  to  give. 

The  charge  given,  and  the  refusal  to  charge  as  requested,  are 
now  assigned  for  error. 

Williamson,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  argued : 

1.  That  the  charge  given  was  erroneous ;  that,  if  a  man, 
though  in  no  danger  of  serious  bodily  harm,  through  fear,  alarm 
or  cowardice,  kills  another,  under  the  impression  that  great 
bodily  injury  is  about  to  be  inflicted  on  him,  it  is  neither  man- 
slaughter nor  murder,  but  self-defence. — Granger  v.  The  State, 
5  Yerger  459;  Wharton's  Am.  Crim.  Law  590,  £91,  592. 

2.  That  the  charges  asked  should  have  been  given ;  that  a 
reasonable  apprehension  of  death,  or  of  great  violence  to  the 
person,  will  justify  a  killing  in  self-defence  by  the  party 
assailed. — ^5  Yerger  459,  supra;  11  Humph.  200;  Oliver  v. 
The  State,  17  Ala.  587. 

M.  A.  Baldwin,  Attorney  General,  coTdroy  insisted  : 

1.  That  both  the  charges  asked  were  abstract,  as  there  was 
no  evidence  that  the  deceased  used  force  in  opening  the  ditch, 
nor  any  circumstances  from  wliich  it  might  be  inferred  that  he 
came  into  the  field  with  the  intention  to  do  Harrison  a  bodily 
harm* 

2.  That  a  bare  belief,  on  the  part  of  the  slayer,  is  not  suffi- 
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cient,  unless  the  circumstances  are  such  as  induce  him  reasonably 
to  think  that  another  intends  to  kill  him,  or  to  do  him  some 
great  bodily  harm,  immediately. — Oliver  v.  The  State,  17  Ala. 
699  ;  The  State  v.  Scott,  4  Iredell  415  ;  The  State  v.  Morgan, 
8  Iredell  193  ;  Wharton's  Crim.  Law  260. 

CHILTON,  (J.  J.— The  charge  which  was  given,  when 
considered  with  reference  to  the  facts  j^et  out  in  the  bill  of 
exceptions,  was  more  favorable  to  the  defendant  than  the 
law  would  authorize.  There  was  no  evidence  that  Gilbert 
was  about  to  shoot  Harrison,  when  the  latter  killed  him  ;  on 
the  contrary,  he  was  standing  with  his  gun  on  his  shoulder, 
and  about  speaking  to  his  wife,  when  he  was  shot  down,  and 
this  shooting  was  carrying  out  a  threat  made  to  the  wife  of 
Gilbert  by  Harrison,  that  he  would  kill  him  if  he  came  there. 

The  law  of  self-defence,  so  far  as  the  proof  set  out  in  the 
record  shows  the  transaction,  had  nothing  whatever  to  do 
with  the  case.  Harrison,  in  the  first  instance,  brought  on 
the  difficulty,  by  u  most  unneighborly  and  malicious  act  in 
stopping  up  the  ditch,  thus  injuring  himself  in  order  to 
overflow  the  growing  crop  of  tlie  deceased.  When  it  was 
attempted  to  be  opened,  he  wasi  there,  throwing  in  the  dirt, 
as  the  wife  and  children  were  engaged  throwing  it  out  ;  he 
inflicts  personal  violence  upon  one  of  the  children  with  hii^ 
hoe,  and  when  the  child  left,  he  Hies  to  his  gun;  and  without 
necessity,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  attempt  or  demonstration 
of  an  intention  to  injure  him,  on  the  part  of  the  deceased, 
other  than  having  his  gun  upon  his  shoulder,  he  deliberately 
shoots  him  down  while  in  the  net  of  speaking  to  his  wife. — 
It  was  calculated  to  mislead  the  jury  to  charge  on  the  law  of 
self-defence  under  such  circumstances,  for  they  might  well 
have  inferred  that  the  court  would  not  give  a  charge  which 
was  abstract,  and  hence,  that  merely  having  a  gun  upon  hi? 
shoulder,  without  more,  put  the  life  of  the  prisoner  in  immi- 
nent peril,  justifying  him  in  what  he  did.  Such  is  not  the 
law. 

It  was  correctly  said  by  Ruffin.  C.  J.,  in  The  State  v. 
William  Scott,  4  Iredell's  Law  Rej).  409.  that  '*  the  belief 
that  a  person  designs  to  kill  me  will  not  prevent  my  killing 
him  from  being  murder,  unless  he  is  making  some  attempt  to , 
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execute  his  design,  or,  at  least,  ia  in  an  apparent  situation  to 
do  so,  and  thereby  induces  me  reasonably  to  think  that  he 
intends  to  do  it  immediately/'  The  ''  situation^-  spoken  of 
is,  not  that  he  has  the  means  at  hand  for  effecting  a  deadly 
purpose,  but  that,  by  some  act  or  demonstration,  he  indicates 
at  the  time  of  the  killing  a  present  intention  to  carry  out 
such  purpose,  thereby  inducing  a  reasonable  belief,  on  the 
part  of  the  slayer,  that  it  is  necessary  to  deprive  him  of  life 
to  save  his  own.— Pritchett  v.  The  State,  22  Ala.  39;  Whar- 
ton's Crim.  Law  260. 

It  is  manifest,  from  what  we  have  said,  that  there  was  no 
error  in  refusing  the  charges  asked  by  the  counsel  for  the 
defendant  in  the  court  below. 

Whether  Gilbert  had  or  had  not  the  right  to  use  force  in 
opening  the  ditch,  was  a  question  which  did  not  arise  upon 
the  proof.  It  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  prisoner  had  no 
right  to  take  his  life  to  prevent  his  opening  it. — 1  Russell  on 
Crimes  663.  If  one  man  deliberately  kill  another,  to  pre- 
vent a  mere  trespass  upon  property,  whether  such  trespass 
could  or  could  not  be  otherwise  prevented,  it  is  murder. — 
State  V.  Morgan,  3  Iredell's  Law  Rep.  186  ;  Commonwealth 
v.  Drew,  4  Mass.  391  :  Wharton's  Crim.  Law  258. 

As  to  the  last  charge  asked  and  refused,  it  is  fully  covered 
by  what  we  have  said  as  respects  the  charge  given. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the  sentence  of  con- 
viction is  affirmed. 


McELHANEY  vs.  THE  STATE.     . 

I.  When  the  bUl  of  exceptions  doea  not  set  out  aU  the  evidence,  the  AppeUate 
Coart  wiU  not  presume  that  an  tvffirmative  charge  was  abstract,  hut,  on  the 
contrary,  that  it  was  fully  warranted  by  the  proof. 

t.  When  an  indictment  charges  the  defendant  with  "harboring  and  concealing'* 
II  runaway  slave,  he  may  be  convicted  on  proof  of  either  harboring  or  con- 
cealing. 

SL   The  terms  "harbor"  and  "conceal,''  aa  oaedin  the  fouteenth  aectioii  of  the 
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fourth  chapter  of  the  Penal  Code.  (Clay's  Digest  419  §  14,)  are  descriptiye  of 
two  olFeaces :  a  person  may  be  convicted  of  ''harlxNring/'  on  proof  that  he, 
knowing  the  slave  to  be  a  runaway,  fed  her,  or  furnished  her  with  shelter 
and  the  like,  to  enable  her  to  remain  away  from  her  master,  or  to  deprive  her 
master  of  her  service,  altiiough  he  may  not  have  ^^conoealed''  her. 

Appeal  from  the  City  Court  of  Mobile. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Alex.  McKinstrt. 

Daniel  Chandler,  for  the  appellant : 

1.  The  indictment  charged  that  the  defendant  ^'harbored  and 
concealed"  the  slave.  The  charge  of  concealing  was  a  substan- 
tive, descriptive,  material  one,  and  ought  to  have  been  proved 
as  laid. — Roscoe's  Grim.  Ev.  107,  109.  But  the  proof  showed 
that  the  slave  was  not  concealed,  but  was  ^'frequently  in  the 
street,  so  that  McElhaney's  neighbors  often  saw  her  out  and 
about,  and  she  seemed  to  come^  and  go  as  she  pleased"  :  the 
evidence,  therefore,  did  not  sustain  the  allegation. 

2.  The  second  part  of  the  charge  was  abstract :  there  waa 
no  evidence  that  the  defendant  ^'supported  and  entertained"  the 
slave,  or  "furnished  her  with  a  house,  a  place  of  residence,"  or 
that  he  even  knew  she  was  on  his  premises ;  the  only  fact 
disclosed  by  the  record,  is,  that  ''it  appeared  that  the  slave  had 
been  at  McElhaney's  all  the  time  she  had  been  run  away." — 
How  can  this  court  determine  whether  the  facts  authorized  the 
charge?  The  presumption  is,  that  there  was  no  such  evidence* 
—12  Ala,  149. 

3.  The  court  eired  in  its  definition  of  "what  constituted  the 
act  of  harboring."  The  definition  of  the  term  "harbor," 
according  to  Webster,  is:  "1.  To  shelter,  to  secure,  to  secrete; 
as,  to  harbor  a  thief.  2.  To  entertain,  to  permit  to  lodge,  rest 
or  reside;  as,  to  harbor  malice  or  revenge;  harbor  not  a 
thought  of  revenge.  3.  To  lodge  or  abide  for  a  time,  to  receive 
entertainment;  as,  'This  night  let's  harbor  here  in  York,'— 
Shak*"  In  an  indictment,  the  term  can  have  but  one  meaning, 
as  the  illustrations  given  show:  "to  shelter,  to  secure,  to 
secrete," — all  imply  secrecy,  concealment.  If  a  thief  is  "seen 
frequently  in  the  streets,  so  that  all  the  neighbors  see  him  out 
and  about,  and  seems  to  come  and  go  as  he  pleases,"  could  it  be 
said  that  he  was  harbored  ? 

M.  A.  Baldwin,  Attorney  General,  contra. 
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CHILTON,  C.  J.— The  appcllanc  was  indicted  under  the 
foartecnth  secticm  of  the  fourth  chapter  of  the  Penal  Code, 
which  is  as  follows  :  '^  Every  person  who  shall  hereafter  harbor 
or  conceal  any  runaway  slave  or  slaves,  or  fugitives  from  their 
masters,  or  other  person  having  charge  of  them,  knowing  that 
they  are  such,  such  person,  so  offending,  shall,  on  conviction,  be 
fined  not  less  than  one  hundred  dollars,  and  not  more  than  one 
thousand  dollars,  or  be  imprisoned  in  the  penitentiary  not  more 
than  two  years,  at  the  discretion  of  the  jury  trying  the  same." 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  that  they  must  be  satisfied  that 
the  slave  was  a  runaway,  and  that  McElhaney  knew  of  that 
fact,  and,  so  knowing  it,  harbered  her ;  that  the  State  did  not 
insist  upon  the  charge  of  concealing  the  slave  ;  that  to  consti- 
tute the  act  of  harboring,  it  was  sufficient  if  McElhaney, 
knowing  her  to  be  a  runaway,  supported  and  entertained  her, 
or  provided  her  with  a  home  or  place  of  residence,  although  she 
did  ^^  go  about  in  the  streets,  and  was  seen  by  the  neighbors." 
To  this  charge  the  defendant  excepted,  and  this  exception  pre- 
sents the  only  question  for  our  revision. 

1.  It  is  argued,  that  the  proof  did  not  warrant  this  charge; 
but  it  will  be  observed  that  the  charge  is  affirmative,  and  all 
the  proof  is  not  set  out.  The  rule  in  such  cases  is  well  settled, 
that  we  will  not  presume  that  such  charge  is  abstract,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  that  the  proof  fully  warranted  the  charge. 

2.  But  it  is  argued,  that  the  indictment  is  for  harboring  and 
concealing,  and  that  the  charge  warrants  a  conviction  for  bar- 
boring  merely. 

The  statute  uses  the  term  in  the  disjunctive,  "  harboring  or 
concealing,"  and  if  the  defendant  is  guilty  of  either,  the 
offence  is  made  out ;  but  we  know  of  no  case  which  holds  that 
the  State  is  bound  to  prove  both,  in  order  to  warrant  a  convic- 
tion of  either,  although  both  are  charged.  In  Mooney  v.  The 
State,  8  Ala.  328,  the  indictment  charged  that  the  prisoner  did, 
unlawfully  and  feloneously,  inveigle,  steal,  carry  and  entice 
away  two  negro  slaves:  Heldj  that,  although  these  were 
charged  in  the  same  count,  the  State  was  entitled  to  convict  the 
prisoner  on  proof  of  either.  See,  to  the  same  point,  Ben  v. 
The  State,  22  Ala.  9 ;  The  State  v.  Murphy,  6  ib.  846 ; 
Wharton's  Am.  Crim.  Law  165. 

3.  But  it  is  further  contended,  that  the  charge  is  wrong, 

6 
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because  it  allows  the  jury  to  find  a  harboring  without  conceal- 
ing. It  is  certain,  whatever  meaning  lexicographers  may  attach 
to  the  term  ^'  harbor,"  that  the  Legislature  intended,  in  the 
statute  before  us,  to  make  two  offences^  the  one  harboring,  the 
other  concealing  a  runaway  slave,  knowing  such  slave  to  be 
runaway,  &c.  The  plain  object  was,  to  withhold  from  slaves 
inducements  either  to  run  away,  or  to  prevent  their  return  to 
their  masters  after  they  had  run  away,  by  inhibiting  all  persons 
'from  sheltering,  supporting,  keeping,  or  protecting  them,  in  such 
manner  as  that  they  could  live  apart  and  independently  from 
their  masters.  Although  the  prisoner  may  not  have  concealed 
the  slave,  yet  if,  knowing  her  to  be  a  runaway  from  her  master, 
he  fed  her,  or  furnished  her  shelter  and  the  like,  he  is  guilty  of 
a  violation  of  the  statute,  if  this  was  done  to  enable  her  to 
remain  away  from  her  master,  or  to  deprive  him  of  her  service. 
This  charge,  taken  in  connection  with  the  last  charge  given, 
very  fully  lays  down  the  law,  snd,  we  think,  is  wholly  free  from 
error. 

Let  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 


BARRETT  vs.  THE  STATE. 

1.  In  a  case  of  assault  and  battery,  fourteen  witnesses  were  summoned  by 
the  State  to  sustain  the  character  of  tbe  prosecutor,  but  none  of  them  was 
called  on  the  trial,  the  prosecutor  having  died  two  or  three  months  previ- 
ottfl  thereto  :  Held^  that  the  defendant  having  been  convicted,  shovld  be 
taxed  with  the  costs  of  their  attendance,  it  not  being  shown  that  they 
were  summoned  after  the  death  of  the  prosecutor,  nor  that  his  death  was 
known  to  the  solicitor. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Bibb. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Nathan  Cook. 

Walter  Barrett,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  was  convicted  at 
the  Spring  term,  1853,  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Bibb,  of  an 
assault  and  battery  on  one  Thomas  Muse,  and  was  fined  $75. 
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On  a  subsequent  day  of  the  term,  he  moved  the  court  to  exclude 
from  the  bill  of  costs  taxed  against  him  the  items  taxed  for  the 
subpoenas  and  attendance  of  fourteen  witnesses,  and  showed,  in 
support  of  his  motion,  that  not  one  of  them  was  examined  on 
the  trial,  although  they  were  all  subpoenaed  by  the  State,  and 
were  in  attendance  on  the  court  during  the  trial.  "  The  State, 
by  its  solicitor,  then  showed  that  said  witnesses  were  subpoe- 
naed for  the  purpose  of  sustaining  the  character  of  the  prosecu- 
tor, Thomas  Muse,  and  that  they  were  summoned  by  leave  of 
the  solicitor.  The  defendant  showed,  in  reply,  that  said  Muse 
had  been  dead  two  or  three  months  before  the  present  term  of 
the  court.  On  these  facts,  the  defendant  moved  the  court  to 
exclude  the  costs  and  fees  of  said  witnesses  from  the  bill  of 
costs ;  but  the  court  overruled  the  motion,  and  ordered  said 
costs  to  be  taxed  against  said  defendant ;  to  which  decision  of 
the  court  said  defendants  excepts,''  &c. 

I.  W.  Garrott,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  contended,  that 
the  costs  of  the  attendance  of  these  witnesses  should  not  have 
been  taxed  against  the  defendant ;  that  the  State  was  bound  to 
know  and  take  notice  of  the  death  of  the  prosecutor,  and  should 
have  discharged  its  witnesses ;  that  the  defendant  could  not 
have  discharged  them,  and  should  not  be  held  responsible  for  the 
consequences  of  the  State's  failure ;  that  witnesses  could  not  be 
called  to  sustain  the  character  of  a  prosecutor  merely,  as  he 
was  not  necessarily  a  witness.  He  cited  Marshall  v.  Layton, 
2Harr.  844;  Dean  v.  Williams,  6  Hill's  (N.  Y.)  R.  876; 
Dowling  V.  Bush.  6  Howard's  Practice  R-  410 ;  Taylor  v.  Mo 
Mahan,  2  Bailey  181. 

M.  A.  Baldwin,  Attorney  General,  contra  : 
1  •  A  party  has  the  right  to  call  as  many  witnesses  as  he 
deems  necessary  to  support  his  case.  No  general  rule  is  laid 
down,  in  criminal  cases  at  least;  and  the  court  will  not  interfere, 
unless  there  is  evidence  of  oppression.  All  witnesses  summoned 
are  entitled  to  pay,  whether  examined  or  not.-— 1  Binney  46  ; 
11  Pick.  241 ;  2  BaUey  131 ;  8  Har.  &  McH.  101 ;  S 
Yeates  558. 

2.  Our  statute  does  not  limit  the  number  of  witnesses  in 
criminal  cases,  as  in  civil  cases. — Code  §  §  8568,  3669.    In 
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civil  cases  there  is  no  limit,  where  the  witnesses  are  summoned, 
as  in  this  case,  to  sustain  character. — A.  §2393- 

3.  The  bill  of  exceptions  does  not  show  that  the  death  of  the 
prosecutor  was  known  to  the  solicitor  before  the  trial. 

GOLDTH  WAITE,  J.—Tbere  is  no  ground  disclosed  by  the 
record,  which  would  have  authorized  the  court  below  to  give  any 
other  judgment  than  it  did,  as,  in  the  absence  of  anything  ap- 
pearing to  the  contrary,  we  must  suppose  that  the  law  was  com- 
plied with,  and  that  ihe  witnesses  to  which  the  motion  referred 
were  either  marked  upon  tbe  indictment,  or  directed  to  be  sum- 
moned by  the  solicitor,  under  section  3561  of  the  Code. 

The  fact  that  the  record  shows  that  they  were  summoned  to 
sustain  the  character  of  the  prosecutor,  and  that  he  wa3  dead 
before  the  trial,  does  not  affect  the  question,  as  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  they  were  summoned  after  his  death,  nor  that  that 
fact  was  known  to  the  solicitor.  The  CoAe  ($  2302),  in  civil 
cases,  authorizes  the  summoning  of  more  than  two  witnesses  to 
defend  the  reputation  of  a  witness  or  party;  and,  in  other  cases, 
rests  it  with  the  discretion  of  the  court,  to  determine  whether 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  warranted  the  summoning  of  more 
than  that  number  to  the  same  fact.  I  n  criminal  cases,  the  law 
has  invested  the  solicitor  with  the  discretion  of  directing  the 
clerk  to  summon  such  witnesses  as  he  may  think  the  interest  of 
the  State  demands,  although  not  marked  upon  the  indictment, 
(§  8561,)  and  even  if  he  abused  that  discretion,  we  incline  to 
the  opinion,  that  the  witnesses  attending  in  obedience  to  the 
subpoena  would  be  entitled  to  their  pay;  here,  however,  there 
was  no  pretence  of  the  kind,  and  the  motion  was  properly  over- 
ruled. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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TUCKER  vs.  THE  STATE.  1^  ^ 


1.  Under  an  indictment  for  selling  spirituous  liquors  to  a  free  person  of 
color,  the  State  maj  prore  the  stattis  of  the  person  to  whom  the  liquor  was 
sold  by  erideBoe  of  hearsay  and  genaral  reputation. 

Appbal  from  the  Circuit  Coart  of  Greene. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  •Turner  Reatis* 

The  appellant,  John  C.  TucTcer,  was  indicted  for  selling  spir- 
ituous liquors  to  *'  one  DaJe  Massey,  a  free  person  of  color." 
On  the  trial,  as  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions,  "  several 
witnesses  were  introduced,  who  stated,  that  they  had  known 
said  Dade  for  a  long  time  ;  that  he  had  acted  and  been  recog- 
nized as  a  free  man,  residing  in  the  State  of  Alabama  for  more 
than  twenty  years,  and  in  Greene  County  two  years  ;  that,  from 
hearsay  and  general  reputation,'  they  had  always  considered 
him  a  free  person  ;  that  they  did  not  know  that  he  was  born 
free,  or  descended  from  free  parents,  or  whether  he  was  manu- 
mitted ;  but  that  all  they  knew  of  his  beingfreowas,  from  hear- 
say or  general  reputation,  and  from  his  acts  and  his  being  rec- 
ognized as  free."  The  defendant  objected  to  this  evidence,  but 
his  objection  was  overruled,  and  he  excepted. 

Wm.  F.  &  J.  G.  Pierce,  for  the  apppellant : 
A  person  of  color  in  this  State  is  presumed  to  be  a  slave. — 
Field  V.  Milly  Walker,  17  Ala.  R.  80.  And  this  decision  is 
supported  by  the  various  statutes  regulating  the  manner  of 
emancipation.  The  rule  is  universal,  equally  applicable  to 
criminal  and  civil  eases,  that  the  best  evidence  the  nature  of 
the  case  admits  of  must  be  adduced. — 2  Mason  464  ;  6  Peters 
352  ;  14  Peters  431;  Ala.  Rep.  Evidence  of  hearsay  and  gen- 
eral reputation  is  only  admissible  as  to  pedigree,  but  not  to 
establish  freedom. — Davis  et  al*  v.  Woods,  1  Wheat.  6,  and 
cases  there  cited ;  5  Ala.  R.  361 ;  11  Ala.  R.  720.  The  best 
and  only  evidence  of  the  freedom  of  a  colored  person,  in  this 
State,  18,  a  certificate,  deed  or  will  of  manumiisioni  or  proof  of 
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descent  from  free  parents;  the  latter  of  which  cannot  be  resorted 
to,  until  the  impossibility  of  obtaining  the  former  is  accounted 
for  by  the  State. — 5  Ala.  R.  857.  Such  testimony,  clearly, 
would  not  be  allowed  under  a  petition  for  freedom,  for  the  pur* 
pose  of  establishing  freedom,  or  even  the  freedom  of  one's  ances- 
tors.— 1  Wheat.  6.  Much  stronger  the  rule,  then,  when 
applied  to  cases  arising  under  penal  statutes,  where  the  strict- 
est proof  is  required.  In  the  construction  of  penal  statutes, 
we  are  not  allowed  to  conjecture  what  may  have  been  the  in- 
tention of  their  framers ;  they  must^  in  all  cases^  be  strictly 
bonstrued. 

M.  A*  Baldwin,  Attorney  General,  contra  : 
Although  hearsay  or  general  reputation  is  sufficient  to  prove 
pedigree,  yet  the  authorities  are  conflicting,  as  to  whether  it  is 
admissible,  in  a  suit  for  freedom,  to  prove  the  status  of  a  party. 
7  Cranch  295  i  1  Wash.  123;  4  Rand.  621 ;  2  Wash.  64 ;  1 
Hen.  &.  Mun.  888.  But  in  a  collateral  issue  of  this  sort,  the 
State  should  not  be  held  to  as  strict  and  direct  proof,  as  in  a 
suit  for  freedom  ;  hearsay  should  be  admitted  from  necessity  ; 
it  is  the  highest  evidence  of  which  the  nature  of  the  case  ad- 
mits. In  most  cases,  it  would  be  impossible  to  adduce  any 
other  kind  of  testimony ;  no  documentary  evidence,  perhaps, 
may  exist ;  the  person  may  have  been  born  in  a  distant  country. 
But  the  circumstance  that  the  boy  Dade  had  enjoyed  freedom 
for  twenty  years,  and  had  been  recognized  as  such  among  his 
neighbors,  is,  of  itself,  sufficient  evidence  of  his  freedom. — The 
State  V.  McDonald  and  Armstrong,  Coxe's  (N.  J.)  R.  832 ; 
Naylor  v.  Hays,  7  B.  Mon.  478.  He  was  proven  to  be  a  per- 
son of  color ;  a  person  of  color  is  an  admixture  of  the  white  and 
black  races,  and  is  generally  called  a  mulatto. — The  State  v. 
Davis,  et  al.^  2  Bailey's  (S.  C.)  R.  558.  Although  there  is  a 
presumption  of  slavery  arising  from  a  black  color,  yet  there  is 
none  arising  from  a  mulatto  color.— Scott  v.  Williams,  1  Dev. 
876. 

CHILTON,  C.  J. — The  only  question  presented  by  the  record 
in  this  case  is,  whether  upon  an  indictment  for  vending  spirit' 
uous  liquors  to  a  free  person  of  color,  under  the  statute,  it  is 
competent  for  the  St^te  to  prove  the  status  of  the  person  to 
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whom  it  was  sold  by  sbowil^g  that  he  was  a  man  of  color,  and 
for  more  than  twenty  years  had  acted  and  been  esteemed  in  the 
community  as  a  free  person ;  and  that  according  to  hearsay  and 
general  reputation  he  was  a  free  person  of  color. 

We  are  not  called  upon  to  express  any  opinion  as  to  whether, 
in  a  direct  proceeding  for  freedom,  hearsay  or  general  reputa- 
tion could  be  properly  received :  that  is  not  the  case  before  us. 
The  inquiry  as  to  the  condition  of  th«?  party  to  whom  the  spir- 
ituous liquors  were  sold,  arises  collaterally,  and  does  not  call  for 
the  same  strictness  of  proof,  perhaps,  as  if  the  question  of  free- 
dom were  directly  involved. 

We  agree  with  Mr.  Attorney  General,  that,  from  the  neces- 
sity of  the  case,  hearsay  evidence  or  reputation  as  to  the  status 
of  the  party  must  be  received  in  prosecutions  of  this  kind  ;  for, 
in  most  cases,  it  would  be  impossible  to  adduce  other  evidence. 
If  the  State  must  send  out  in  search  of  documentary  cvidecce  of 
manumission,  or  is  required  to  trace  the  genealogy  of  the  party, 
who  may  have  been  born  in  a  distant  country,  it  is  manifest  that 
the  statute  alleged  to  have  been  violated  would,  in  a  great  meas- 
ure,  be  rendered  nugatory. 

The  proof  shows,  prima  faciej  that  the  person  to  whom  the 
spirituous  liquors  were  sold,  was  a  free  person  of  color :  he  was 
generally  reported  to  be  such — had  acted  and  been  recognized 
as  such  for  more  than  twenty  years  in  the  community,  and  the 
selling  of  liquors  to  him  fell  ostensibly  within  the  mischief  in* 
tended  to  be  remedied  by  the  statute. — 7  B.  Monroe,  478. 
Neither  do  we  see  any  iujustice  or  hardship,  which  can  result  to 
defendants  from  the  practical  operation  of  the  rule  we  have 
laid  down  ;  for  if  they  sell  spirituous  liquors  to  colored  persons, 
they  must  be  aware  that  they  either  sell  to  slaves,  and  thereby 
commit  a  much  higher  offence  than  the  one  now  under  consider* 
ation,  or  that  they  sell  to  free  persons  of  color. 

The  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  proof  was  properly  admitted, 
and  the  judgment  of  conviction  must  be  affirmed. 
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HALE  ET  AL.  vs.  THE  STATE. 

1 .  Under  the  act  eetablishing  eourte  of  probata,  a  Judge  of  probate  has  power 
(now  taken  away  by  the  Oode)  "  to  grant,  hear  and  determine  write  of 
haheaa  corpus"  where  the  petitioner  was  confined  in  jail  under  a  charge  of 
grand  larceny. 

Error  to  the  Circait  Court  of  Blount. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  B.  W.  Huntingtok. 

B.  T.  Pope,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

M.  A.  Baldwin,  Attorney  (General,  contra. 

CHILTON,  C.  J.~Elijah  Hale  waa  indicted  for  grand 
larceny,  and  being  confined  in  jail  upon  a  capias^  issued  from 
the  Circuit  Court  of  Blount,  sued  out  a  habeas  corpus  before  the 
judge  of  probate,  and  was  discharged  from  custody,  upon 
entering  into  a  recognizance  in  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars, 
with  William  and  Allen  Hale  as  his  sureties,  conditioned  for 
his  appearance  at  the  March  term  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  be 
held  for  said  County  of  Blount,  A.  D.  1852. 

Having  forfeited  his  recognizance  by  failing  to  appear,  judg- 
ment nisi  was  rendered  against  said  Elijah  and  his  sureties,  and 
a  sdre  facias  thereupon  issued,  which  was  executed  on  the 
sureties,  who,  at  the  term  to  which  they  were  cited,  appeared, 
and  craved  oyer  of  the  recognizance,  and  demurred.  The  court 
overruled  the  demurrer,  and  rendered  judgment  final  against 
the  sureties,  which  is  now  assigned  for  error. 

The  eleventh  section  of  the  act  establishing  courts  of  probate 
empowers  the  judges  of  these  courts  ^^  to  grant,  hear  and  deter- 
mine writs  of  habeas  corpus,  in  all  cases  in  which  judges  of  the 
courts  may."  This  language  is  unambiguous,  and  leaves  no 
ground  for  construction.  These  judges  have  the  same  power 
which  "  the  judges  of  the  courts  had"  over  the  subject;  and, 
as  the  power  before  and  at  the  passage  of  the  act  was  clearly 
given  to  the  circuit  judges  and  chancellors,  the  same  power  is 
vested  in  the  probate  judges  by  this  act.     We  concede  that  it 
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was  an  improvident  provision,  and  are  pleased  to  find  that  the 
Code  takes  away  the  power. 

As  to  the  other  point,  that  Elijah  Hale,  the  principal,  was 
not  served  with  the  scire  facuzs^  we  find,  upon  looking  into  the 
record,  that  the  judgment  was  only  made  final  as  against  the 
parties  who  appeared  and  demurred  to  the  scire  facias.  As  to 
them,  the  judgment  is  correct,  and  must  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


VAN  DYKE  t;^.  THE  STATE. 

1.  The  question  whether  the  State  can  commence  a  suit  by  attachment, 
cannot  be  riused  by  a  demurrer  to  the  declaration. 

2.  The  Comptroller  of  Publio  Accounts,  in  this  State,  has  no  authority  to 
receive  payment  of  moneys  due  to  the  State ;  and  a  payment  to  him,  being 
unauthorized  and  invalid,  does  not  discharge  the  party  making  it  from 
Tesponsibility  to  the  State. 

3.  When  an  agent  pays  the  money  of  his  principal  to  a  person  who  is  not 
authorized  to  receive  it,  the  principal  may  sue  the  reodver  in  assumpsit  for 
money  had  and  received  ;  but  the  bringing  of  such  an  action  is  a  ratification 
of  the  payment,  and  discharges  the  agent  from  all  further  responsibilityr 

4.  A  payment  to  the  Comptroller,  of  moneys  due  to  the  State,  can  only  be 
ratified  by  the  sovereign  power  of  the  State ;  a  suit  cannot  be  instituted 
against  him  for  its  recovery,  in  the  name  of  the  State,  by  the  direction  of 
the  Governor. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Tuskaloosa. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  A.  Walker. 

AsstrfifPSiT  by  the  State  of  Alabama  against  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  Jefferson  C.  Van  Dyke,  late  Comptroller  of  Public 
Accounts;  the  suit  being  commenced  by  attachment,  in 
November,  1851.  The  defendant  craved  oyer  of  the  attach- 
ment, bond  and  affidavit,  and  demurred  to  the  declaration.  The 
demurrer  was  overruled,  and  he  then  pleaded  the  statute  of 
limitations ;  and  a  demurrer  to  this  plea  being  interposed  and 
sustained,  he  pleaded  non  assumpsit > 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  read  the  statute  abolishing  taxation 
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and  directing  the  expenses  of  the  government  to  be  paid  by  the 
State  Bank  and  its  Branches,  and  proved,  by  written  testimony, 
that  the  defendant  received  from  the  Branch  Bank  at  Hunts- 
ville,  in  the  year  1842,  the  sum  of  $6,220  45,  of  the  funds  due 
from  said  Branch  Bank  to  the  State  under  the  statute  referred 
to.  Plaintiff  then  introduced  three  receipts,  each  signed,  ^^J. 
C.  Van  Dyke,  Com,  Pub.  Accts.,"  of  which  the  following  are 
copies : 

^^  Received  of  John  H.  Gee  four  thousand  dollars,  to  bo 
placed  to  his  credit  for  taxes  from  the  County  of  Sumter  for  the 
year  1846.     Feb.  24, 1847.'' 

"$21,065.  Comptroller's  Office,  Jany.  8,  1847.  Received 
of  A.  C.  Walker  twenty -one  thousand  and  sixty-five  dollars, 
being  a  partial  payment  of  the  taxes  due  from  Mobile  County 
for  the  year  1846." 

"  $1,585.  Comptroller's  Office,  Jany.  8,  1847.  Received 
of  A*  C*  Walker  fifteen  hundred  and  eighty-five  dollars,  being 
a  full  payment  for  the  licenses  issued  in  Mobile  County  for  the 
year  1846." 

This  being  all  the  evidence  offered,  the  defendant  requested 
the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  that  it  was  not  sufficient  to 
authorize  a  recovery  against  him  for  any  of  the  items ;  he  also 
asked  separate  charges  to  the  same  effect,  in  relation  to  each 
particular  item.  These  charges  th^  court  refused  to  give,  and 
instructed  the  jury,  that  the  evidence  made  out  a  prima  fade 
case  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  excepted  to 
the  charge  given,  and  to  the  refusal  to  charge  as  requested ; 
and  he  now  assigns  for  error  the  overruling  of  his  demurrer  to 
the  declaration,  the  charge  given,  and  the  refusal  to  charge  as 
requested. 

E.  W.  Peck,  for  plaintiff  in  error : 

1.  Can  the  State  become  or  be  made  party  to  a  suit  at 
law,  unless  the  right  or  power  is  given,  either  by  the  consti- 
tution, or  by  some  law  made  in  pursuance  of  it  ?  The  State 
is  a  mere  political  entity,  and,  of  itself,  has  the  power  of 
neither  volition  or  action  ;  it  can  will  and  act  only  through 
or  by  the  instrumentality  of  public  agents  or  officers,  who 
can  only  act  for  it  in  tlie  cases  provided,  and  in  the  manner 
prescribed ;   and  »the  courts    will  judicially    take   notice 
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who  these  public  agents  and  officers  are,  and  in  what  cases 
they  may  act  for  the  State  and  bind  it.  This  being  so,  no 
plea  to  the  jurisdiction,  or  in  abatement,  was  necessary  to 
bring  the  question  to  the  consideration  of  the  court,  in  a 
case  where  there  is  no  law  to  authorize  the  State  to  bring 
the  suit.  There  is  no  provision  in  the  constitution,  nor  is 
there  any  statute,  authorizing  the  State  to  sue  at  the  time 
this  suit  was  brought,  except  the  statute  providing  the  mode 
of  collecting  the  public  revenue. — Clay's  Digest  244  §  16. — 
Provision,  however,  is  now  made  by  the  (Jode  (§2137). 

2.  But  if  the  State  may  sue,  it  cannot  sue  by  attachment. 
The  State  is  not  bound  by  a  statute,  unless  expressly  named  : 
why  then,  should  it  have  the  benefit  of  a  statute,  unless 
named  in  it?  The  remedy  by  attachment  is  an  extraordinary 
remedy  :  it  is  not  intended  for  the  benefit  of  all  persons,  but 
only  for  certain  persons,  and  only  for  them  in  certain  cases. 
The  State  is  not  named  ;  and  the  entire  scope  and  objects  of 
the  several  stautes  show,  that  the  remedy  was  not  intended 
for  the  benefit  of  the  State. — See  §  §  9,  31.  As  the  declara- 
tion shows,  on  its  face,  that  the  suit  was  commenced  by 
attachment,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this 
objection  on  demurrer.  The  object  of  a  plea  is,  to  put  upon 
the  record  a  defence,  or  to  make  an  objection  to  the  declara- 
tion for  a  cause,  which  is  not  patent  on  the  face  of  the 
declaration  itself.  If  a  suit  be  brought  in  the  name  of  a 
dead  man,  it  cannot  be  maintained  ;  but  if  the  fact  of  Ids 
death  does  not  appear,  it  must  be  pleaded,  and  may  be  by 
plea  in  bar  ;  but  if  the  declaration  states  the  fact  of  the 
plaintiff's  death,  it  certainly  would  not  be  necessary  to 
plead  it. — Jenks  v.  Edwards,  6  Ala.  143^  and  authorities 
there  cited. 

3.  But,  if  the  State  might  properly  sue  in  this  case,  and 
by  attachment,  yet  the  evidence  fails  to  show  any  right  on 
its  part  to  a  judgment.  The  money  received  by  Van  Dyke 
from  the  Huntsville  Bank,  was  not  the  money  of  the  State, 
but  of  the  Bank  who  drew  the  draft :  the  Bank  drew  the 
draft  under  the  mistaken  belief  that  he,  as  the  agent  of  the 
State,  was  authorized  to  receive  it  for  the  State;  but  this  not 
being  true,  it  was  money  in  his  hands  for  the  use  of  the 
Bank,  who  might  at  once  have  instituted  suit  against  him  for 
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its  recovery.  The  State  might  have  elected  to  ratify  the 
payment ;  and  such  election  and  ratification,  legally  made, 
would  have  made  the  payment  lawful,  and  consequently  dis- 
charged the  Bank  from  all  liabilty  to  the  State,  to  the 
extent  of  that  payment.  But  such  an  election  and  ratifica- 
tion could  only  have  been  made  by  an  act  of  the  legislative 
department  of  the  government,  that  is,  by  some  statute 
declaring  such  election  and  ratification,  or  authorizing  some 
person,  agent  or  officer,  to  make  such  election  and  ratification 
on  its  behalf.  Such  election  and  ratification  have  never,  to 
this  day,  been  made. 

Again ;  such  election  and  ratification  should  have  been 
made  within  a  reasonable  time,  that  is,  before  suit  brought 
by  the  Bank  to  recover  the  money  from  Van  Dyke;  for,  as  it 
was  money  in  his  hands  for  the  use  of  the  Bank,  no  election 
and  ratification  after  suit  brought  by  the  Bank  could  defeat 
its  recovery.  But  if  no  such  suit  was  brought  by  the  Bank, 
such  election  and  ratification  should  have  been  made  before 
the  Bank^s  right  of  action  was  lost  by  the  operation  of  the 
statute  of  limitations. 

Ormond  &  NicoLSON,  contra : 

1.  The  State  may  sue,  at  common  law,  or  in  chancery,  in 
its  own  courts,  or  in  the  courts  of  another  State,  not  only  in 
virtue  of  its  common  law  prerogative  of  sovereignty,  but  also 
because  it  is  a  corporation,  the  highest  known  to  the  law. 
This  position,  which  cannot  be  seriously  questioned,  is 
sustained  by  the  following  authorities  :  United  States  v.  Bu- 
ford,  3  Peters  30;  The  State  of  Illinois  v.  Delafied,  8  Paige 
527  ;  5  Bacon's  Abr.,  tit.  Prerogative,  E.  7 ;  Story  on  Con- 
stitution §  §  1273,  1274. 

It  may  also  sue  by  attachment,  as  that  is  only  a  difierent 
mode  of  bringing  the  defendant  into  court- — P.  &  M.  Bank 
V.  Andrews,  8  Porter  404. 

3.  But  this  objection  cannot  now  be  raisd  ;  it  could  only 
have  been  made  by  plea  in  abatement  — Cain  v.  Mather,  8 
Porter  224;  Roberts  v.  Burke,  6  Ala.  348;  Loomis  v.  Allen, 
7  ib.  706  ;  Thompson  v.  Hair,  7  ib,  313  ;  Jordan  v.  Hazard, 
10  ib.  221;  Jackson  v.  Stanly,  2  i*.  326;  Calhoun  v.  Cozens, 
3  ib.  21.    Nor  is  the  question  open,  whether  the  State  can 
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sue  in  any  form  :  that  question  could  only  be  raised  by  a 
plea  to  the  disability  of  the  plaintiff,  which  is  the  first  plea 
in  the  order  of  pleading  ;  and  any  subsequent  plea,  of  law 
or  fact,  admits  the  ability  of  the  plaintiff  to  sue. 

4.  The  State  then,  in  the  present  condition  of  the  plead- 
ings, is  like  any  other  individual,  who,  if  his  agent  pays 
money  to  one  not  authorized  to  receive  it,  may  elect  to  sue 
the  receiver;  and,  in  such  case,  no  other  question  would  arise, 
than  whether  the  money  belonged  to  the  plaintiff.  Van 
Dyke  being  merely  the  medium  through  which  the  money 
was  to  be  transmitted,  became  liable,  upon  his  failure  to  pay 
over  the  money,  to  the  action  of  assumpsit. — Hitchcock  y. 
Lukens,8  Porter  338;  Hall  v.  Marston,  17  Mass.  575;  Jones 
v.  Hoar,  5  Pick.  285 ;  Wilson  v.  Smith,  3  Howard's  (U.  S.) 
Rep.  763. 

5.  A  judgment  against  Van  Dyke  does  not  preclude  the 
State  against  the  Bank.— Sledge  v.  Tubb.  11  Ala.  383. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— the  question  as  to  the  right  of 
the  State  to  commence  a  suit  by  attachment,  we  think,  is  not 
presented  by  the  record  before  us.  Under  our  decisions,  it 
is  well  settled,  that,  upon  a  demurrer  to  the  declaration,  the 
defendant  cannot  raise  the  objection  that  he  is  not  regularly 
before  the  court. — Findlay  v.  Pruit,  9  Port.  195  ;  Palmer  v. 
Lesne,  3  Ala.  741 ;  Griffin  v.  The  Bank  of  the  State  of  Ala- 
bama, 6  t6.  908  ;  Jordan  v.  Hazard,  10  ib.  221.  In  the  case 
of  Jordan  v.  Hazard,  suprCy  the  suit  was  commenced  by 
attachment,  and  the  defendant  craved  oyer  of  the  original 
writ,  and  demurred,  upon  the  ground  that  the  attachment 
was  sued  out  for  a  cause  not  warranted  by  the  attachment 
law.  The  case  was  elaborately  argued,  and  the  court 
declined  to  consider  the  question  which  was  attempted  to  be 
raised,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  presented  by  the 
demurrer,  which  brought  to  view  the  declaration  only,  and 
did  not  authorize  an  examination  into  the  validity  and 
legality  of  the  attachment.  The  principal  upon  which  these 
decisions  rest,  is  applicable  to  the  case  under  consideration. 
The  object  of  the  law  in  '  relation  to  original  attachments, 
considered  with  reference  to  the  pleadings,  was,  to  provide 
the  means  by  which,  in  certain  cases,  it  was  allowable  to 
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bring  the  defendant  into  court  ;  and  he  could  not,  by  a 
demun-er  to  the  declaration,  inquire  into  the  regularity  or 
legality  of  the  proceeding  through  the  medium  of  which 
that  object  was  accomplished.  As  the  State  had  a  clear 
right  to  sue,  (Cox  et  al  v.  U.  States,  6  Peters  172 ;  Story  on 
the  Constitution  §  1274,)  and  as  the  declaration  contained 
a  substantial  cause  of  action,  the  demurrer  was  correctly 
overruled. 

On  the  trial,  it  was  proved,  that  Van  Dyke  received  from  the 
Branch  Bank  at  Huntsville,  upwards  of  six  thousand  dollars 
duo  from  that  corporation  to  the  State  under  the  statute  abol- 
isliing  taxation/»and  directing  the  expenses  of  the  government 
to  be  paid  by  the  State  Bank  and  its  Branches  ;  that  he  also 
received  from  the  tax  collectors  of  Mobile  and  Sumter  Counties, 
certain  sums  on  account  of  taxes  due  to  the  State  from  those 
counties,  and  that  the  money  was  received  by  him  daring  the 
period  he  was  Comptroller  of  Public  Accounts.  The  court  was 
requested  to  charge,  that  the  evidence  as  to  each  and  all  these 
items  was  insufficient  to  authorize  a  recovery ;  and  the  refusal 
to  give  these  charges,  presents  the  question  whether,  upon  the 
law  applicable  to  the  case,  the  State  upon  this  evidence  was 
entitled  to  recover. 

In  the  case  of  The  Grovernor  v.  Walker,  22  Ala.  118,  we 
held,  that  the  Comptroller  was  simply  the  accounting  officer  of 
the  government,  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  special  author- 
ity given  by  law,  payments  of  the  public  dues  made  to  him 
were  unauthorized  and  invalid.  It  can  make  no  difference,  in 
principle,  whether  the  amounts  which  he  received  were  consid- 
ered as  payments  by  the  parties,  or  whether  the  money  was 
simply  deposited  in  his  hands,  to  be  paid  by  him  into  the 
treasur}' :  in  neither  case  did  the  law  confer  upon  him  the 
authority  to  receive  it;  and,  under  the  decision  we  have 
referred  to,  the  liability  of  the  Bank  in  the  one  case,  and  the 
tax  collector  and  his  sureties  in  the  other,  continued,  until  they 
had  absolved  themselves  from  responsibility  by  the  payment  of 
the  States  dues  to  the  public  treasurer,  who  was  the  only  per- 
son authorized  by  law  to  receive  them. 

When  an  agent  pays  the  money  of  his  principal  to  a  person 
who  has  no  authority  to  receive  it,  the  principal,  it  is  true,  can 
recover  the  amount  thus  paid  of  the  receiver,  in  an  action  for 
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money  had  and  received ;  bat  this  action  can,  in  such  case, 
only  be  maintained  on  the  ground  of  the  confirmation  of  the 
payment. — Billion  r.  Hyde,  1  Atk.  128;  Smith  v.  Hodson,  4 
T.  R.  211;  Hovil  v.  Pack,  7  East  164;  Conn  v.  Penn,  1 
Pet.  C.  C.  R.  496 ;  Ferguson  v.  Carrington,  9  B.  &  C.  69 ; 
Copeland  v.  Mer.  Ins.  Co.,  Pick.  198;  Paley  on  Agency 
(by  Loyd)  122,  and  note;  ib.  172,  178.  The  bringing  of  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received,  against  the  receiver, 
amounts  to  a  ratification,  and  has  the  same  effect  upon  the 
agent,  as  if  he  had  an  original  authority ;  (Conn  v.  Penn, 
supra ;  Story  on  Agency  ^  244,  and  cases  cited ;)  and,  there- 
fore, operates  to  discharge  the  agent  from  the  consequences  of 
his  act  to  the  principal. — Story  on  Agency  §  243,  and  cases 
there  cited.  The  case  of  Sledge  v.  Tubb,  11  Ala.  883,  seems 
to  maintain  a  different  doctrine ;  but  the  positions  we  have 
asserted  have  been  too  long  recognized,  and  rest  upon  too  firm 
a  basis  of  principle  and  authority,  to  be  shaken. 

Applying  these  principles  to  the  case  before  us,  it  is  obvious 
that  a  ratification  by  the  State  of  the  act  of  the  Bank,  or 
the  tax  collectors,  in  making  the  payments  to  or  deposits  with 
Van  Dyke,  is  an  essential  requisite  to  the  support  of  the  pres- 
ent action*  In  the  language  of  Judge  Story,  (Story  on  Agency 
§  259,)  '^  the  suit  would  not,  on  any  other  ground,  bo  maintain- 
able," and  it  is  equally  true,  that  a  ratification  of  these  acts, 
must  discbarge  both  the  Bank  and  the  tax  collectors  from  their 
liability.  The  question  is,  can  the  State  ratify  these  acts,  with- 
out a  law  to  that  effect.  If  it  cannot,  it  follows,  necessarily, 
that,  if  no  such  law  exists,  a  suit  which  can  only  be  main- 
tained on  tho  principle  of  ratification  cannot  be  sustained  at 
all.  We  have  seen  from  the  case  of  Walker  v.  The  Gov- 
ernor, suprcy  that  tlie  payment  of  this  money  to  Van  Dyke  was 
unauthorized.  In  that  case,  the  suit  was  against  a  tax  collector 
who  had  paid  a  portion  of  the  money  sought  to  be  recovered  to 
the  same  person  who  is  the  defendant  below  in  the  present  suit, 
and  taken  his  receipt  for  the  money  thus  paid.  The  receipts 
were  received  by  an  agent  appointed  by  the  Governor,  to  be 
used  as  evidence  against  Van  Dyke  in  the  present  suit.  It  was 
insisted  that  this  was  a  ratification  by  the  State  of  the  payments 
made  by  the  tax  collector  to  Van  Dyke.  The  court,  upon  this 
point,  say :  ^^  As   to  the  ratification  by  the  State  of  the  pay- 
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ments  made  to  Van  Dyke :  .The  authority  to  receive  the  public 
revenue  could  only  be  conferred  upon  the  latter  by  law  ;  and  if 
the  law  did  not  confer  this  authority,  no  officer  or  agent  of  the 
State  could  do  so ;  and  if  no  officer  could  authorize  the  pay- 
ment, none  could  afterwards  affirm  it.  It  could  only  be  done  by 
the  sovereign  power  of  the  State."  No  statute  has  been 
parsed  confirming  the  payment  to  the  plaintiif  in  error  of  the 
money  which  the  evidence  shows  this  suit  was  brought  to  recover: 
the  State  has  conferred  the  power  of  ratification  upon  no  officer, 
and  in  the  absence  of  authority  to  confirm,  an  action  depending 
upon  the  confirmation  cannot  be  maintained. 

It  may  be  ilccessary  to  notice,  very  briefly,  the  argument 
that  the  right  of  the  State  to  sue  being  conceded,  it  stands  with 
reference  to  that  right  upon  the  same  ground  as  an  individual, 
and,  as  the  latter  may  elect  to  sue  the  party  receiving  the 
money,  the  State  may  make  the  same  election.  An  individual 
has  the  right  to  ratify  the  unauthorized  act  of  his  agent,  in  any 
way  he  may  select :  all  that  is  necessary,  is,  that  he  should 
manifest  his  assent  to  the  act.  The  State  can  ratify  by  the 
law  alone.  The  Legislature  has  declared,  in  effect,  that  the 
public  revenue  shall  be  paid  to  the  public  treasurer,  and  the 
State  must  act  in  obedience  to  its  own  laws.  If  this  suit  can 
be  maintained,  the  law  which  requires  these  payments  to  be 
made  to  that  officer,  is  changed, — an  unauthorized  payment 
made  to  another  individual  is  legalized,  and,  in  the  particular 
instance,  the  law  is  repealed  and  abrogated,  without  the  action 
of  the  Legislature. 

As  our  decision  on  this  point  must  be  decisive  of  the  case, 
it  is  unnecessary  to  meet  any  of  the  other  questions  presented 
by  the  record.  The  court  below,  upon  the  evidence,  should 
have  charged  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  maintain  the  action. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 
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1.  An  Bdmintoimtriz  who  has  poflaeflsion  of  a  slave  belonging  to  her  intee- 
tate'8  estate,  is  his  mistress,  within  the  purview  ofthesUtnte  against  selling  or 
delivering  qpiritaons  liquors  to  a  slave  without  an  order  in  writing  signed  I7 
his^masteror  overseer.— -Code  §  3283. 

%.  An  order  in  writing  signed  by  a  person  who  is  neither  the  master  nor 
overseer  of  the  slave  to  whom  the  liquor  was  sold,  is  no  protection  to  the 
seller. 

App£al  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Wilcox. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  Oill  Sboktee. 

BelsbRIc  Rice,  for  the  appellant. 

M.  A.  Bm^dwin,  Attorney  General,  contra. 

CHILTON,  C.  J.— The  appellant,  Michael  Boltie,  was  in- 
dieted  for  selling  or  delivering  spirituous  liquors  to  a  slare, 
named  Jim,  the  property  of  Martha  Farley,  without  an  order 
in  writing,  signed  by  the  mistress,  master  or  overseer  of  said 
slave.  The  Stato  having  proved  the  delivery  of  the  liquor  to 
the  slave  on  the  night  of  a  particular  Sunday,  the  defendant 
proved  that  he  was  acting  as  clerk  for  Henry  Boltsse,  whoownetl 
the  establishment,  and  who  had  instructed  and  prdiibited  him 
against  a  violation  of  the  law  in  selling  liquors  to  slaves.  He 
furlher  proved,  that  the  slave  was  the  property  of  the  estate  of 
John  P.  Farley,  but*  was  in  possession  of  Martha  Farley,  who 
was  administratrix  of  said  estate ;  that  when  the  liquor  was  de^ 
livered  to  said  slave,  he  brought  an  order  signed  by  one  J.  P. 
Jaeksoo,  requestiog  Henry  Boltse  to  send  him  two  gallons  of 
whiskey  by  the  boy,  who  had  the  money  to  pay  for  it.  Jackson, 
who  wrote  the  order,  proved,  that  he  had  sent  the  slave  for  it, 
and  that  the  boy  brought  the  same  across  the  street  and  deliv* 
ered  it  to  him. 

1.  This  being  all  the  evidence,  the  courtlwas  asked  to 
charge,  that,  if  the  jury  found  that  the  slave  to  whom  the  liquoi' 
was  delivered  belonged  to  ^e  estate  of  John  P.  Farley,  andwss 
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in  possession  of  Martha  Farley  only  as  administratrix  of  said 
estate,  they  must  find  for  the  defendant.  This  charge  the  court 
refused  to  give,  and  we  think  very  properly  ;  for  Martha  Far- 
ley was,  as  the  representative  of  the  deceased,  the  legal  owner 
of  the  slave  for  the  purposes  pointed  out  hy  the  law,  and  is  his 
mistress  within  the  purview  of  the  statute—Code  §  8288.  She 
was  the  party  entitled  to  his  possession  and  control,  and,  if 
taken  from  her  possession,  she  may  maintain  an  action  in  her 
own  name,  without  describing  herself  as  administratrix,  for  Lis 
recovery,  (10  Bacon^s  Abr.  by  Bouv.  384;  9  Leigh  158;  8 
Por.  Rep.  803;  2Grecnl.  Ev.  p.  S25,  §  £88,  n  1  ;  Walker  v. 
Laudeidale,  17  Ala.  Rep.  869;)  and  if  the  slave  had  been 
stolen  from  her,  it  would  have  been  suflficitnt  to  charge  in  the 
indictment  that  the  slave  was  her  property. — 18  Ala.  R.  166; 
2  Russ.  on  Cr.  159. 

The  second  and  third  charges  were  properl}^  refused.  The 
second  assumes,  that  the  vendor  of  ardent  ppirits  mny  deliver 
liquor  to  a  slave  upon  the  written  order  of  any  one,  whether  he 
has  any  control  over  the  slave  as  master  cr  overseer  or  not; 
whereas,  the  statute  expressly  declares,  that  "  Any  person  who 
sells,  gives,  or  delivers  to  any  slave  any  vine  us  or  spirituous, 
liquors,  except  on  an  order  in  writing  signed  by  the  ovirscer  or  . 
master  of  such  slave,  specifying  the  quantity  to  be  sold,  given, 
or  delivered^  must,  on  conviction,  be  fined  not  less  than  fifty  dol- 
lars."— Code,  p.  690,  §  8283. 

The  third  charge  is  not  only  liable  to  the  objection  taken  to 
the  second,  but  to  the  further  objection  that  it  is  abstract.  It 
was  :  '*  That,  if  Jackson  sent  an  order  for  the  liquor  by  the 
negro  to  the  defendant,  and  the  latter  merely  sent  it  across  the 
street  to  him,  then  they  could  not  find  (he  defendant  guilty." 
There  was  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  sent  it  to  Jackecn  at 
any  particular  place.  **  He  delivered  it  to  the  slave,"  says 
the  proof,  "  upon  Jackson's  oider  ;"  the  statute  says  he  shall 
only  deliver  it  upon  the  ord<>r  in  writing  of  the  "  overseer  or 
master,"  specifying  the  quantity.  Jackson  is  not  shown  to  have 
been  either  the  overseer  or  master.  The  defendant  was,  then, 
guilty  of  a  violation  of  the  statute. 
Judgment  affirmed. 
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1.  The  Snpreme  Court  will  take  original  jnrlfidiotlon  of  an  appllcatfon,  Iff  a 
member  of  the  House  of  Representatiyes,  forama/i<f(/mu«  against  the  Speaker 
of  said  House,  to  compel  him  to  certify  to  the  Comptroller  of  Pablic  Accounts 
the  amount  to  which  the  petitioner  is  entitled,  as  a  member  of  said  House, 
for  mileage  or  per  diem  compensation. 

1  The  General  Assembly,  by  a  joint  resolution  of  both  Houses  during  its  reg^ 
ulareesBion,  baying  acjjourned  on  the  20th  of  December,  1853,  to  meet  again 
on  die  9th  of  January,  1854,  a  member  who  went  home  and  returned  during 
the  recess,  is  entitled  to  mileage,  but  not  toper  ditm  compensation  during 
the  recess. 

Application  for  a  mandamus^  by  Richard  0,  PIclcett,  who 
▼as  at  the  time  a  cneinbcr  of  the  House  cf  Representatives, 
from  Lawrence,  against  William  Garrett,  the  Speaker  of  said 
House,  to  compel  him  to  certify  to  the  Comptroller  of  Public 
Accounts  the  amount  to  which  the  petitioner  was  entitled,  for 
mileage,  or  per  diem  compensation,  or  both,  accruing  to  him  du- 
ring the  rt!ces8  of  the  General  Assembly,  between  the  20th  of 
December,  1853,  and  the  9th  of  January,  1854.  The  Speaker 
admitted  the  facts  stated  in  the  petition,  and  consented  that  the 
court  should,  without  further  notice  or  delay,  decide  upon  and 
allow  such  writ  or  relief  as  the  petitioner  might  be  entitled  to. 
The  facts  upon  which  the  petitioner  bases  his  application,  are 
set  forth  in  the  opinion. 

Samuel  F.  Rice,  for  the  petitioner,  submitted  the  case  with- 
out argument  on  tie  merits,  and  argued  only  the  question  of 
jurisdiction.     He  furnished  the  subjoined  brief  of  his  argument : 

1.  The  Speaker,  in  performing  the  duty  imposed  on  him  by 
§  45  of  the  Code,  is  both  a  ministerial  and  a  judicial  officer. 
The  law  itself  determines  that  compensation  shall  bemadetoeach 
member,  and  fixes  the  rule,  in  §  43  of  the  Code,  by  which  the 
amount  of  that  compensation  shall  be  ascertained ;  and  thus 
far,  the  Speaker  must  act  as  a  ministerial  officer.  But  the  law 
does  not  determine  how  many  days  a  member  may  have  at- 
tended, nor  whether  he  has  been  detained  by  sickness,  nor  how 
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many  miles  he  may  have  travelled  to  and  from  the  Greneral  As- 
sembly ;  in  these  matters,  not  definitely  fixed  by  the  law  itself, 
the  Speaker  acts  judicially ;  for,  if  a  member  should  claim  too 
much  travel,  or  too  many  days'  attendance,  the  Speaker  might 
rightfully  refuse  to  certify  for  such  excess,  and  might  reject  and 
disallow  it. 

The  Speaker  may  then  be  regarded  as  an  "  inferior  jurisdic- 
tion," within  the  meaning  of  the  2d  section  of  the  5.th  article  of 
our  State  constitution ;  but  in  no  other  sense  is  he  to  be  consid- 
ered as  such  ^^  inferior  jurisdiction.  His  jurisdiction  is  ^^  infe- 
rior'' in  this  matter  of  compensation,  to  the  Supreme  Court,  but 
not  to  the  Circuit  Court.  And  but  for  this  provision  of  the 
constitution,  his  jurisdiction  in  that  matter  would  not  be  infe- 
rior even  to  the  Supreme  Court,  but  would  be  final  and  conclu- 
sive, and  not  revisable.  There  is  nothing  in  the  Code — our 
statute  law — which  allows  any  mode  of  revision,  or  any  appeal 
from  his  decision.  It  is  the  constitutional  provision  above  cited, 
and  tiiat  only,  which  enables  even  the  Supreme  Court  to  super- 
intend and  control  his  action.  No  other  court  can  do  it,  be- 
cause no  statute  law  or  constitutional  provision  confers  upon  any 
other  court  any  sudi  power ;  but  the  constitutional  provision 
above  cited,  in  effect,  denies  such  power  to  any  other  court,  by 
expressly  conferring  it  on  the  Supreme  Court.  This  court  has 
original  jurisdiction  in  such  case,  or,  rather,  it  may,  in  the  first 
instance,  issue  a  mandamus  in  such  case,  and  thereby  control 
and  superintend  the  inferior  jurisdiction,  which  may  be  called 
appelate  jurisdiction  over  such  inferior  jurisdiction. 

The  28d  section  of  the  3d  article  of  the  constitution  declares, 
that  ^^  every  bill,  having  passed  both  houses,  shall  be  signed  by 
the  Speaker  and  President  of  their  respective  houses."  Sup- 
pose a  bill  had  passed  both  houses,  and  the  Speaker  had  refused 
to  sign  it,  and  application  were  new  made  to  this  court,  in  the 
first  instance,  for  a  mandam/us  to  compel  him  to  sign  the  hill. 
Could  (ibis  court  hesitate  to  grant  it  ?  or  would  it  turn  the 
matt^  over  to  a  Circuit  Court,  which  it  knows  will  not  meet 
until  aftdr  the  Creneral  Assembly  will  have  adjourned  sine  die. 

The  constitution  does  not  fix  the  time  within  which  he  must 
sign  the  bill.  But  the  plain  oonstruction  of  it  is,  that  he  must 
sign  during  tiie  session,  and  that  upon  his  refusal,  this  court 
]H*y  eompel  him  ^  sign  beforv  the  a^ournment.    So  the  46th 
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sectioD  does  not  fix  tfaetiine  when  heshsU  certify  for  a  member ; 
but  the  plain  construction  is,  that,  if  during  the  session  be  re- 
fuses to  certify,  this  court  may,  upon  such  refusal,  mstruct  him 
as  to  the  law,  and  superintend  and  control  bim,  so  far  as  to 
make  him  certify  before  the  final  adjournment. 

The  Circuit  Court  has  no  power,  in  any  such  case,  to  award 
a  mandamus ;  for  it  can  only  issue  a  mandamus  to  jurisdictions 
which  are  inferier  to  it,  or  to  compel  the  performance  of  a  merely 
ministerial  act,  where  the  law  itself  has  fixed  the  precise  amount 
of  compensation,  as  in  the  case  of  Riggs  v.  Pfister,  21  Ala.  R. 
The  Speaker  does  not  reside  at  the  seat  of  government,  but 
in  Coosa  County.  If  the  application  for  mandamus  must  be 
made  to  a  Circuit  Court,  to  which  one  of  those  courts  must 
application  be  made  1  Must  every  member  of  the  House  go 
home  without  his  pay,  and  in  the  spring  come  back  to  Coosa 
Circuit  Court  to  apply  for  a  mandamus  1  Is  this  the  compen- 
sation promised  to  each  member  by  the  law  1  or  is  this  the  vain 
remedy  held  forth  by  law,  in  derision  of  their  injury  1 

But  no  Circuit  Court  sits  until  next  month.    Suppose  the 
Speaker  dies,  or  resigns,  or  removes,  before  any  Circuit  Court 
meets.     It  is  clear  that  no  mandamus  can  be  issued  by  a  cir- 
cuit judge  in   vacation. — Ex  parte  Grant,  adm'r  of  McCord, 
fi  Ala.  R.  91.    For  can  a  peremptory  mandamus  issue  without 
service  beforehand  on  the  party  against  whom  it  is  sought ;  nor 
can  it  issue  after  the  death,  resignation  or  removal  of  the  Speaker 
from  the  State.— Mason  v.  School  Dist.,  20  Vermont  R.  488. 
Hence,  if  petitioner  must  wait  until  the  Circuit  Court  meets,  he 
waits  until  long  after  the  final  adjournment,  and  the  Speaker 
may  defeat  the  remedy  by  his  own  voluntary  act,  in  resigning 
or  removing  from  the  State.     This  consideration  was  held  suf- 
ficient to  support  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  in  the  first  in- 
tance,  in  The  State  v.  Porter,  1  Ala.  688 ;  5  W.  &  S.  4tQ3. 
The  remedy  by  mandamus  lies  from  the  Supreme  Court,  in 
the  first  instance,  even  if  the  Circuit  Court  could  issue  it,  pro- 
vided it  appears,  as  in  this  case,   that  the  remedy  from  the 
Circuit  Court  would  not   be  adequate. — Ethridge  v.   Hall, 
7  Porter  47  ;  Com.  v.  Mann,  5  Watts  &  Serg.  408. 

But  the  Supreme  Court  may  well  declare  the  law  on  the 
merits,  even  if  it  denies  the  mandamus. — Ex  parte  Hoyt,  IS 
Peters  290 ;  Ex  parte  Jonesi  7  Alft*  16. 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


d4  ALABAMA. 


i!lX   ftATUi  l^.CKttt. 


CHILTON,  ('.  J. — This  is  an  sipplication  by  Richard  O. 
Pickett,  a  member  of  the  Hoase  of  Representatives,  for  a  writ 
of  mandamus  against  William  Garrett,  the  Speaker  of  said 
House,  requiring  him,  as  such  Speaker,  to  certify  to  the  Comp- 
troller of  Public  Accounts  the  amount  insisteil  by  the  petitioner 
to  be  due  to  him  for  mileage,  or  perdiem-y  or  both,  which  accrued 
to  him  between  the  period  of  the  adjournment  of  the  General 
A>semhly  on  the  20th  December,  1853,  and  its  reassembling 
on  the  9tli  January,  1854. 

We  have  liad  some  difiSculty  as  respects  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  court  of  origiqal  applications  like  the  present;  but,  as  the 
facts  set  forth  in  the  petition,  (and  which  are  admitted  by  the 
Speaker,)  very  clearly  show  that,  if  the  petitioner  have  any 
other  remedy,  which  is  questionable,  that  remedy  m^y  be 
thwarted,  we  have  determined,  under  the  peculiar  circumstan- 
CCS  of  the  case,  to  entertain  jurisdiction  of  the  motion.  The  case 
of  The  State,  on  the  relation  of  the  Attorney  General  v.  Poi  ter, 
1  Ala.  R.  688,  although  not  dinctly  in  point,  is  strongly  per- 
suasive in  support  of  our  power  to  grant  the  relief  prayed  for. 
The  question  to  be  decided  is,  whether,  if  the  General  Assem- 
bly, by  a  joint  resolution  of  both  houses,  pending  its  regular 
Session,  adjourn  on  the  20th  December,  1853,  to  meet  again  on 
the  9th  duy  uf  January,  le554,  the  members  who  go  home  and 
return  are  entitled  to  mi.eage,  or  per  diem^  or  to  both. 

By  the  43d  section  of  the  Cudc,  "  the  President  of  the  Sen- 
ate and  tlie  Speaker  of  the  Huuse  receive  six  dollars,  and  the 
other  members  four  dollars,  iur  each  diiy's  attendance  ;  and  are 
allowed  fuur  dollars  for  every  twenty  miles  travelling  to  and 
from  tiie  Gv.-neral  Assembly  ;  estiin.am^  the  distance  by  the 
direct  mail  route,  if  any,  and  if  not,  b>  the  land  route  usually 
travelletl." 

The  44th  section  provides,  that,  "  If  any  member  is  de- 
tained by  sickness,  at'tur  leaving  home,  in  coming  to,  or  is  una- 
ble to  atteul  the  Uuuse  after  he  arrives  at  the  seat  of  govern- 
ment,  he  is  entitled  to  the  same  daily  pay  as  an  attending  member. 
The  46th  section  declares,  that  ^^The  compensation  due  to 
the  mi;;m')ers  au  I  olfijers  of  tUeG^'neml  Assembly,  must  be  cer- 
tified by  the  President  and  Speaker  respectively,  to  the  Comp- 
troller of  Public  Accounts,  who  must  issue  his  warrant  therefor 
on  the  State  treasury."    So  far  as  the  right  to  f%r  dUm  com- 
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pensation  is  involvod,  it  must  turn  on  the  moaning  of  the  words 
^'  each  dar's  attendance,''  as  used  in  the  43d  section.  It  could 
never  have  been  intended  that  the  members  of  the  legislature 
should  receive  pay  for  those  days  only  on  which  they  were  actu- 
ally engaged  in  the  business  of  legislation  ;  and  neither  the  Ian* 
guage  employed,  nor  the  purposes  of  the  statute,  would  force 
such  a  construction  upon  us. 

A   member  may  be  engaged  in  attendance  on    the  General 
Assembly,  during  periods  of  temporary  cessations  of  legislative 
functions  by  the  respective  bodies ;  and  the  per  diem  compensa  • 
tion   was  intended  as   a   remuneration  for  the    services  of  the 
members,  as  well  as  to  provide  for  their  expenses   during   the 
period  they  were  required  to  be  absent  from  their  homes  in  at- 
tending to  the  duties  of  legislation,  as    those  duties  are   usually 
and  ordinarily  performed.     And  the  object  in  limiting  this  com- 
pensation to  each  day's  attentlance,  was,  to  secure  on  the  part 
of  the  member,  who  was  not  within  the  exemptions  provided  for 
by  section  44,  the  performance  of  legislative  duty  during  those 
days  which  the  house  to  which  he  belonged  deemed  necessary 
to  devote  to  the  business  of  legislation.     It  was  never  intended 
that  the  members  of  the  Legislature  should  not  receive  pay  for 
Sundays,  or  pending  temporary  adjournments   upon  holidays, 
or  on  occasions  of  the  death  of  a  member.    The  practical  con- 
struction of  the  law,  from  the  organization  of  the  government  to 
the  present  time,  has  been  otherwise,  and  we  have  no  disposition 
to  depart  from  it.     These  are  not  regarded  as  permanent  cessa* 
tions  in  the  business  of  legislati)n,  but  in  the  nature  of  adjourn- 
ments from  day  to  day,  when,  in  legal  contemplation,  the  busi- 
ness is  progressing.     Indeed,  it  may  often  happen,  that  a  tern-' 
porary  adjournment  for  a  few  days  may  tend  to  facilitate  the 
business,  since  the  committees  may  thus  be  afforded   time  to 
consider  'i(  and  mature  the  matter  of  bills  and  resolutions  referred 
to  them.    But  when,  as  in  the  case  before  us,  there  is  an  adjourn- 
ment for  near  three  weeks — for  such  a  period  of  time,   as  to 
afford  a  reasonable  inference  that  it  was  designed,  not  to  facil- 
itate the  business  of  the  session,  but  to  operate  a  cessation  of 
it  for  the  given  period,  that  the  members  may  return  to  their 
respective  homes — it  would  appear  absurd  to  say  that  a  member 
was  in  attendance  upon  the  General  Assembly,  when  it  was  not 
coovenedi  and  could  not  be,  until  the  period  which  it  bad  fixed 
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for  re-asiembliiig  had  arrived.    Tbnt  muck  apoa  the  quMtion 
Si  to  the  per  diem. 

We  come  next  to  ooosider  the  right  to  mileage.  By  the 
amendment  to  the  constitution,  the  members  of  the  General 
Assembly  are  elected  biennially ;  and,  accordmg  to  section  82 
of  the  Code,  *^  The  regular  sessicms  of  the  General  Assembly 
are  held  on  the  second  Monday  in  November,  1858,  and  every 
two  years  thereafter."  As  the  law  now  stands,  there  can  be 
but  one  regular  session  every  two  years,  and  this  session  is 
closed  when  the  Legislature  adjourns  sine  die.  But  the  Gover- 
nor is  authorized,  by  prodamaticm,  on  extraordinary  occasiiMis, 
to  convene  the  Legislature,  at  the  seat  of  government,  or  at  a 
different  place,  if  that  shall  have  beo<Hne,  since  their  last  adjourn- 
ment, dangerous,  from  an  enemy,  or  from  contagious  diseases ; 
and  if  the  two  houses  shall  not  agree  as  to  the  time  of  adjourn- 
ment, he  may  adjourn  them  to  such  time  as  he  may  think  proper, 
not  beyond  the  day  of  the  next  biennial  meeting  of  the  (General 
Assembly. — Const.  Ala.,  Ar.  4  §  8,  and  amendment.  Here, 
then,  we  have  provision  for  a  regular  biennial  session,  and  for 
a  special  or  called  session  by  the  Governor. 

The  constitution  is  silent  as  to  the  power  of  the  Legislature  to 
provide  for  a  special  session  ;  but  it  is  a  sound  rule  of  construc- 
tion, that,  vAiile  the  federal  government  can  exercise  no  power 
not  delegated  by  its  constitution,  either  in  express  terms  or  by 
necessary  implication,  the  State  legislatures  may  exer- 
cise all  powers  falling  within  the  legitimate  scope  of  legislation 
not  expressly  or  by  implication  denied  either  by  the  constitu* 
tion  o(  the  State  or  of  the  United  States.  So  that  we  conceive, 
there  is  no  constitutional  objection  to  the  Legislature's  provid- 
ing, at  a  regular  session,  for  a  special  or  extraordinary  session. 
Exigencies  might  arise,  which  would  render  the  exercise  of  such 
power  of  the  last  importance  to  the  State  ;  and  we  think  it  too 
clear  to  admit  of  any  doubt,  that,  if  the  intervening  time  be  so 
great  as  reasonably  to  require  the  dispersion  of  the  members  in 
going  to  and  retummg  from  such  called  or  special  session, 
whether  convened  by  the  Governor,  or  by  an  act  or  resolution 
of  the  general  session,  they  would  be  entitled  to  mileage.  We 
will  not  say  but  that  the  Legislature  may  provide  for  such 
special  session,  without  the  lapse  of  so  much  time  between  it  and 
the  regular  session  as  intervened  in  the  case  before  us,    Tbore 
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might  be  extraordinary  emergeucies  requiring  inch  legislation* 
Now,  it  is  conceded  by  all,  we  believe,  that  for  atteodanot 
npon  such  sessions,  the  members  would  be  entitled  to  mileage. 
What,  we  ask,  is  the  difference  between  such  session,  and  the 
present  session  after  the  reassemblage  upon  the  9th  day  of  J«n* 
nary  last,  as  respects  the  necessity  for  the  members  travelling 
to  and  from  the  General  Assembly?  The  length  of  time 
between  the  adjournment  and  cessation  of  the  business  of  leg- 
islation and  the  time  fixed  for  re- convening,  was  so  great,  as  to 
furnish  a  reasonable  inference  that  it  was  contemplated  the 
members  should  return  to  their  respective  homes  and  constitu«^ 
eney.  It  may  have  been  right  and  proper  that  they  should  so 
return,  to  be  advised  by  their  constituents  respecting  their  will 
with  regard  to  important  measures  before  the  General  Assem- 
bly. Be  this,  however,  as  it  may,  we  are  not  permitted  to  go 
b^ind  the  adjournment,  to  investigate  the  causes  which  led  to 
it.  This  is  a  political  question,  which  it  was  for  the  Legislature 
to  decide,  and  with  which  we  have  nothing  to  do.  We  must 
intend  that  the  ground  for- adjournment  was  sufficient,  and  the 
period  which  intervened  was  of  such  duration  as  reasonably  to 
require  the  members  to  return  home.  When,  therefore,  they 
were  going  and  returning,  they  were  travelling  to  and  from  the 
General  Assembly,  within  the  meaning  of  the  43d  section. 

Our  opinion,  in  short,  is,  that  when  an  act  of  legislation  (and 
an  adjournment  is  such  an  act)  involves  the  presumed  necessity 
of  the  members  returning  to  their  constituents,  they  are  entitled 
to  their  allowance  for  such  travel,  within  the  meaning  of  the  law. 
It  follows  from  what  we  have  said,  that  the  members  are  not 
entitled  to  per  diem  compensation,  but  are  Entitled  to  mileage. 

The  motion  is  accordingly  granted  as  to  mileage,  but  denied 
9M\o  Jibe  per  diem. 
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•M-^  Ex  Parte  THE  CITY  COUNCIL  OF  MONTGOMERY, 


1.    The  Supreme  Court  will  not  interfere,  by  mShdamWf  or   otherwise,  to 
compel  the  dissolation  of  an  iigunction  on  the  filing  of  an  answer. 

The  City  Council  of  Montgomery,  by  its  attorney,  Thomas 
J.  Judge,  made  application  to  the  Supreme  Court,  by  petition, 
for  a  mandamus  agiinst  the  Hon.  Joseph  W.  Loses ne,  Chan- 
cellor  of  the  Southern  Division  of  the  State  of  Alabama, 
requiring  him  to  dissolve  an  injunction  which  had  been  granted 
in  a  certain  cause  pending  in  the  Chancery  Court  of  Mont- 
gom3ry,  wherein  Mirion  A.  B;ildwin,  Attorney  General  of  the 
State,  on  the  relation  of  George  Montague  and  others,  was 
complainant,  and  the  petitioner  was  defendant.  The  petition 
aliegis,  that  said  bill  or  information  was  filed,  to  prevent  a  con- 
templated extension  of  the  city  grave-yard  ;  that  the  defendant 
haJ  filed  its  answer  to  said  bill,  fully  denying  all  the  grounds 
of  equity  therein  allege.1,  and  then  moved  to  disso've  ihe 
i  ijunction  ;  which  motion  the  court  discharged,  with  costs ;  that 
the  petitioner  has  no  right  of  appeal  from  said  decision,  and  that 
the  necessity  for  the  dissolution  of  said  injunction  is  urgent. 

Thos.  J.  Judge,  for  the  petitioner  : 

The  only  matters  of  equity  alleged  in  the  bill,  are :  Ist,  that 
the  petitioner  proposed  and  intended  to  close  up  and  obstruct 
Jdffjrson  anl  Columbus  streets,  and  also  a  public  road,  called 
the  "  Jalkins  Ferry  R^ad"  ;  whic'i  allegations  are  met  in  the 
answer,  and  fully  denied  ;  and,  2rid,  '^  that  the  health,  comfort, 
convenience  and  enjoy ra 311 1  of  the  citizens  of  Montgomery  will 
bo  materially  impaired,"  by  the  proposed  extension  of  the 
grave-yard;  that  the  same  "will  be  highly  obnoxious  and  offen- 
sive to  the  senses  of  the  citizsns- ' ;  that  th»  value  of  a  great 
portion  of  the  real  property  of  the  city  will  be  injured  thereby"; 
and  that  such  extension  "will  be  both  a  public  and  private 
nuisance,  and  proluctivo  of  irreparable  injury."  These  are 
mere  general  conclusions,  not  specifying  any  (acts  from  which 
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tbey  could  legitimate! j  result/  and  cannot  give  equity  to  the 
iDformation  or  bill.  If.  however,  they  constitute  equity,  they 
are  fully  met  and  answered. 

The  following  authorities  are  referred  to:  2  Story's  Equity 
§  924  a ;  10  Ala,  63 ;  Roper  v.  Randolph,  7  Porter  238;  The 
State  V.  The  Mayor  &c.  of  Mobile,  5  ib.  279  ;  Earl  of  Ripon 
V.  n^i'ifirt,  3  Mylne  &  K.  169  ;  Jerome  v.  Ross,  7  Johns.  Ch. 
R,  314.  Erecting  "disagreeable  objects"  no  nuisance. — 
Drewry  on  Injunctions,  mar.  p.  2i0,  11  Law  Library  165. — 
The  case  in  8  Iredell's  Equity  R.  9,  referred  to  in  the  decretal 
order  of  the  chancellor,  is  wholly  unlike  the  present,  and  is  not 
an  authority  to  sustain  his  position. 

CHILTON,  C.  J.— The  Supreme  Court  of  this  State  has  a 
general  superintendence  and  control  over  inferior  tribunals,  as 
prescribed  by  the  constitution  of  ihe  State. — Art,  6  §  2.  Tnis 
control  and  superintendence  must  not,  however,  be  exercised 
capriciously  or  arbitrarily,  but  according  to  the  established 
forms  and  usages  which  obtain  in  the  administration  of  justice. 

Should  this  court  interpose  its  jurisdiction  to  control  the 
inferior  courts  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  either  in  the 
making  and  continuing  of  interlocutory  orders,  or  in  refusing  to 
make  ihem,  in  the  progress  of  causes,  it  would  be  difficult  to 
calculate  the  delay,  embarrassment  and  inconvenience  which 
would  result,  not  only  to  suitors,  but  to  the  courts  themselves. 

If  every  order  of  continuance,  every  refusal  to  grant  new 
trials,  and  the  numerous  interlocutory  orders  which  are  made  in 
causes,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  from  their  inception  to  their 
final  termination,  cuuld  each  be  made  distinct  subject-matter  for 
an  appeal  to  this  court,  at  the  huziird  of  a  heavy  bill  of  co:>t8, 
this  court  would  become  an  intolerable  grievance,  and  there 
would  be  no  end  to  the  litigation  to  which  a  cause  requiring  a 
great  number  of  such  orders  might  be  subjected. 

Tite  granting  or  continuing  of  injunctions  by  the  courts  of 
equity,  is  a  matter  within  the  suund  discretion  of  those  courts, 
to  be  extrcised  with  reference  to  the  peculiar  cin  umstances  of 
each  case.  Especially  is  this  so  with  respect  to  their  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  subject  of  nuisances.  Aside  from  the  statute 
which  allowed  an  appeal,  in  cases  where  the  chancery  court 
dissolved  an  injunction,  to  the  next  term  of  this  court|  no  such 
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appeal  would  lie ;  and  thig  court  has  uniformly  refused  to 
interfere  with  the  exercise  of  the  disci*etion  rested  in  the 
primary  courts,  in  the  making  of  interlocutory  orders,  the 
granting  or  refusal  of  new  trials,  and  the  like. 

In  the  case  before  us,  we  are  asked  to  control  the  Chancellor, 
in  requiring  him  to  dissolve  an  injunction,  which,  in  his  opinion, 
under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  ought  not  to  be  dis- 
solved. Without  intimating  any  opinion  as  to  the  correctness 
of  his  conclusion,  considered  in  connection  with  the  facts,  we 
are  satisfied  that  the  case  made  by  the  petitioner  presents  no 
ground  for  our  interference.  Mandamus  lies  to  compel  the 
inferior  courts  to  exercise  a  discretion,  but  not  to  control  that 
discretion. 

It  was  suggested  by  the  counsel  for  the  petitioner,  that,  under 
the  decision  made  by  a  majority  of  this  court  in  Ex  parte 
Morgan  Smith,  at  the  last  term,  a  prohibition  would  lie.  The 
two  cases  are  not  analogous.  In  that,  it  was  insisted  the 
Chancellor  had  exceeded  his  jurisdiction  ;  in  this,  no  question 
as  to  jurisdiction  is  raised,  but  merely  that  the  court  has  com- 
mitted an  error  in  refusing  to  dissolve.  I  c  is  too  well  settled  to 
require  the  citation  of  authority,  that  for  mere  errors  of  judg- 
ment, in  respect  of  matters  confessedly  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  no  prohibition  lies. 

Let  the  motion  be  denied,  at  the  cost  of  the  petitioner. 


COLLIER,  Governor  &c.,  vs.  FRIERSON  et  al. 

1.  The  state  coii»titution  can  oaly  be  changed  by  the  people  in  convention, 
or  in  the  mode  prescribed  in  the  instrument  itself;  and  if  the  latter  mode  w 
adopted,  every  requisition  of  the  constitution  must  be  observed. 

2.  The  amendment  of  the  constitution,  submitted  to  the  vote  of  the  people  by 
the  General  Awcmbly  of  1844 — 5,  proposing  bienniaf  (instead  of  annttai) 
elections  of  the  State  Treasurer  and  Comptroller,  not  haiing  been  properly 
rattfled  at  the  next  session  of  the  General  Assembly,  those  officers  hold  their 
offices  for  the  term  of  one  year  only. 

3t    The  General  Assembly  of  184^—3  having  proposed  t^everal  amendments  of 
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the  coostitution,  joint  reeolutiomi  were  adopted  at  the  next  suooeeding 
fiession,  reciting  in  the  preamble  that,  ''whereas  the  General  Aaoembly  of 
this  State,  at  the  Uist  seesion  of  the  same,  dnly  submitted  to  the  people  of 
said  State  proposed  amendments  to  the  constitution  ;  and  whereas  the 
people  of  this  State,  in  manner  and  fbrm  as  provided  by  the  constitution, 
have  aooepted  the  said  amendments,  which  are  in  words  and  figures  following'' 
fo,  setting  them  all  out  except  one,  which  was  enthrely  omitted ;  and  the 
usual  clause  was  then  added,  enacting  "that  the  aforesaid  amendments  to 
the  constitution,  proposed  as  aforesaid,  and  accepted  by  the  people  as  afore- 
said, be  ratified,  and  that  the  same,  flrom  and  after  the  passage  of  this  reso- 
lution, be  and  form  a  part  of  the  constitution  of  the  State  of  Alabama" : 
HM,  that  the  amendment  which  was  entirely  omitted  from  the  ratiQring 
resolutions,  was  not  constitutionallv  ratified,  and  therefore  failed. 


Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Tuskaloosa. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Georgb  D,  Sbortridge. 

This  was  an  action  of  covenant,  in  the  name  of  Henry  W. 
Collier,  Governor  of  the  State  of  Alabama,  against  Samuel  G. 
Frierson  and  his  sureties  on  his  c£Scial  bond  as  State  Treas- 
urer ;  the  declaration  assigning  seven  separate  breaches.  The 
defendants  craved  oyer  of  the  bond,  and  demurred  to  the  whole 
declaration,  and  to  each  breach  separately,  ^^in  short  by  con- 
sent.^' The  court  sustamed  the  demurrer,  and  its  judgment  is 
DOW  assigned  for  error.  The  facts  necessary  to  an  understand- 
iBg  of  the  points  presented  by  the  demurrer,  may  be  gathered 
from  the  opinion  and  briefs. 

Oamokd  &.  N1COL8ON,  for  the  appellant : 

Covenant  will  lie  upon  this  bond,  under  our  practice. — 
Watts  V.  Shepherd,  2  Ala.  425  ;  Hill  v.  Rushing  4  Wood, 
4  a.  212  ;  Clay's  Digest  330  §§  95,  96. 

The  second  wd  sixth  breacheB  are  well  assigned,  because 
the  law  requires  that  the  treasurer,  before  entering  upon  the 
duties  of  his  office,  shall  take  an  oath,  and  give  his  bond. — 
He  is  not  treasurer  until  he  does  this  :  these  prerequisites 
are  necessary  to  his  induction  into  office :  the  election  does 
not  make  the  officer,  without  the  bond.  He  is  sued  on  his 
bond  as  treasurer  ;  and  whether  this  money  was  in  his  hands 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  bond,  is  mere  matter  of 
{MTOof.  iFrierson  not  being  trea-surer  until  his  bond  was  given, 
it  was  useless  to  have  averred  a  mere  legal  conclusion.    It 
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is  averred  that  he  had  the  money  in  his  hands  while  he  was 
treasurer  ;  and  he  was  not  treasurer  until  his  bond  was  exe- 
cuted and  approved. 

There  are  two  modes  of  altering  the  organic  law  :  one  is 
by  convention,  and  thus  making  a  new  constitution  ;  the 
other  is  by  making  amendments  in  the  mode  therein  pointed 
out.  In  eith(3r  eiu^e,  it  is  the  act  of  the  people.  The  Legis- 
lature, pr/>  hoc  vice,  is  a  convention,  both  in  proposing  and  in 
ratifying  the  act  of  the  people.  This  is  shown  by  the  clear 
difference  in  the  number  of  votes  required  to  effectuate 
the  object.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  Governor  should 
approve  the  act,  for  the  vote  required  to  pass  it  overrides 
the  executive  veto,  if  it  were  attempted  to  be  interposed. — 
Such  action  is  the  very  highest  power  known  in  government; 
and  when  the  organic  body  have  declared  that  certain  prop- 
ositions shall  be  laid  before  the  people,  that  body  is  alone 
the  judge  of  the  mode  and  manner  in  which  they  shall  get 
before  the  people.  If  the  propositions  were  duly  published, 
and  notice  given  of  the  intended  changes,  then,  surely,  this 
high  power  had  the  right  to  prescribe  the  mode  in  which  it 
should  be  carried  out.  If,  in  their  opinion,  this  could  be 
attained  by  simply  asking  two  questions,  they  are  the  judges 
of  the  propriety  of  the  mode,  and  no  one  has  the  right  to 
impugn  it.  The  argument,  then,  that  the  people  have  not 
voted  on  changing  the  twenty-third  section  of  the  fourth 
article,  is  fallacious.  If  the  directions  of  the  Legislature 
were  pursued,  it  is  sufficient. 

We  contend,  further,  that  there  were,  in  fact,  but  two 
amendments.  The  Legislature  only  put  two  questions,  to 
both  of  which  the  voter  might  .say  **yea"  or  ''nay,"  or 
*'yea"  as  to  one,  and  '*nay''  as  to  the  other ;  but  as  to  the 
six  sections  in  which  the  word  * 'annual''  was  proposed  to  be 
changed  to  **bicnnial,"  he  could  only  give  the  same  answer 
to  all.  The  Legislature  was  the  exclusive  judge  as  to  whether 
the  object  could  be  thus  accomplished. 

We  come  now  to  consider  the  acts  themselves.  There  can 
be  no  question,  that  all  the  clauses  where  the  word  "annuaF* 
occurs,  were  inserted  in  the  original  proposition,  and,  if  the 
above  argument  is  correct,  they  were  voted  on  by  the  peo- 
ple.   The  act  of  ratification  creates  the  only  doubt  in  regard 
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to  the  matter;  because  the  twenty-third  eection  of  the  fourth 
article  is  not  contained  in  the  enumeration,  it  is  contended 
that  the  vote  of  the  people  is  not  ratified.  This  enumeration 
is  nothing  more  than  an  improper  quotation  of  a  former  law: 
it  evidently  intended  to  quote  that  law,  but  misquoted  it. — 
Can  this  mere  mistake  or  omission  prevail  against  the  clear 
and  explicit  language  of  the  preamble  and  enacting  clause  of 
the  act  of  ratification?  The  criticism  to  which  the  enacting 
clause  has  been  submitted,  distorts  its  meaning  ;  for,  if  the 
Legislature,  by  this  clause,  meant  to  say  that  the  people  only 
voted  for  the  propositions  contained  in  the  recital  of  the  rat- 
ifying act,  then  it  recites  what  is  not  true,  if  the  Ge.»ieral 
Assembly  had  the  right,  as  above  contended,  to  declare  how 
all  the  proposed  changes  should  be  effected  by  a  response  to 
two  simple  questions.  The  argument  involves  the  absurd 
conclusion,  that  this  court,  at  most  but  a  co-ordinate  depart- 
ment of  the  State,  will  be  compelled  to  say  that  the  Legisla- 
ture has  certified  and  ratified  a  positive  untruth. 

It  is  clear  that  the  courts  have  the  right  to  judge  of  the 
constitutionality  of  all  laws  ;  but  this  does  not  involve  the 
right  on  their  part  to  prescribe  to  the  Legislature  rules  for 
the  conduct  of  business  coming  within  the  purview  of  its 
legitimate  functions.  When  the  Legislatue  has  declared  an 
act  done,  which  it  alone  has  the  power  to  do,  it  does  not 
become  the  Judiciary  to  gainsay  it.  "  It  is  to  be  lamented," 
gaid  a  great  statesman,  "  that  men  are  compelled  to  examine 
into  the  foundation  of  government"  ;  and  it  would  be 
lamentable  indeed,  if  all  the  machinery  and  minute  action  of 
legislation  had  to  be  submitted  to  the  stern  criticism  of  a 
judicial  tribunal.  If  all  the  elements  necessary  to  the  per- 
fection of  a  law  had,  in  every  case,  to  be  proved,  it  would  be 
a  matter  of  impossibility  in  many  cases, 

It  is  said,  that  the  constitution  required  the  act  changing 
this  twenty-third  section  to  be  read  on  three  several  days, 
and,  as  the  act  itself  does  not  contain  this  section,  therefore 
it  has  not  been  changed.  But  the  act  says,  that  all  "  the 
amendments  proposed  as  aforesaid,"  are  ratified.  How 
could  they  be  ratified,  without  being  read?  The  *'ipse 
dixU'^  of  the  Legislature  is  enough,  and  cannot  be  inquired 
into.    Why  not  call  for  |)roof  that  the  proposed  amendments 
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were  duly  published  in  print,  as  prescribed  by  the  constita- 
tion  ?  It  could  never  be  tolerated  that  the  legislation  of  the 
county  should  be  submitted  to  such  a  merciless  inquisition,  * 

B.  H.  SiflTUy  c^mtra  : 

Frierson  was  elected  treasurer  in  January,  1846,  and  gave 
bond  in  February,  1846,  on  which  bond  this  suit  is  brought. 
The  declaration  seeks  to  deduce  liabilities  on  account  of 
moneys  received  by  him  more  than  one  year  from  the  begin- 
ning of  his  term.  To  this  a  demurrer  is  interposed,  raising 
the  question,  whether  that  bond  is  liable  for  a  default  com- 
mitted more  tlian  one  year  from  his  election. 

The  following  propositions  are  undeniable :  1.  That  the 
sureties  to  the  bond  are  only  liable  for  defaults  done  from  the 
date  of  the  bond  up  to  the  expiration  of  the  constitutional 
term  of  office.— 9  Wheat.  720 ;  7  How.  Miss.  B.  543  ;  2  B. 
&A.  431;  2M.  &S.  363;  3ti.  502;  12  Wheat.  505  ;  4 
Hen.  &  Muu.  208;  2  Metcalf  540;  8  Mass.  275;  2  Saunders 
414,  and  notes;  2  M.  &  W.  484.  2.  That  the  plaintiff 
having  sued  the  defendants  jointly,  must  recover  jointly,  or 
not  at  all.  This  has  been  frequently  so  decided  by  this 
court. 

What  is  the  tenure  of  office  of  the  State  Treasurer  ?  Prior 
to  the  8th  of  January,  1846,  he  was  required  to  be  elected 
annually,  (Const.  Ala.,  Art.  IV  §  23,)  and  this  made  the 
tenure  of  his  office  but  one  year.  The  mode  of  amending 
this  or  any  other  clause  of  the  constitution,  is  found  in 
Clay's  Digest  XL.  Has  the  tenure  been  chaged  in  the  mode 
and  manner  thus  proscribed  ?  The  requisitions  to  a  change 
are :  1st,  a  proposal  to  amend  by  two  Uiirds  of  the  General 
Assembly ;  2ndly,  and  above  all,  a^  approving  vote  by  the 
people ;  3rdly,  a  ratification  by  two  thirds  of  the  succeeding 
Ii6gislature ;  and,  4thly,  these  legislative  steps  are  valid, 
provided  the  amendments  (not  the  resolutions)  shall  have 
been  read,  at  each  session,  on  three  several  days. 

Suppose  that  every  other  requisite  be  granted  to  have 
been  performed.  The  comfirmatory  act  of  1846  recites,  by 
preamble,  that  certain  amendments  had  been  proposed  and 
accepted.  Suppose  it  had  then  f;aid.  Be  it  therefore  enaettd, 
th^t  the  proposed  amendments,  made  as  aforesaid,  and 
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accepted  by  the  people  as  aforesaid,  be  ratified,  (and  this  is, 
in  effect,  what  it  does  say,)  could  it  be  pretended  that  the 
amendments  themselves  had  been  read  three  times,  on  three 
several  days?  At  the  third  reading,  the  thing  read  passed, 
and  came  forth  the  embodiment  of  what  was  read :  that 
thing  was  the  resolution,  which  passed.  In  the  case  put,  a 
description  of  something  which  the  previous  Legislature  had 
passed  was  read,  by  which  it  might  be  known  what  the  pre- 
vious Legislature  had  acted  on ;  and  this  description  might 
sufiBce  to  let  us  know  what  the  Legislature  referred  to,  and 
would  fulfil  the  demands  of  the  constitution,  if  certainty  of 
description  was  the  test.  But  the  proviso,  on  which  the 
validity  of  the  proposed  change  rests,  is,  that  the  amend- 
ments themselves,  not  a  description  of  them,  be  read  on 
three  several  days.  Unless  reading  a  description  of  a  thing 
means  reading  the  thing  itself,  the  proposed  amendments 
were  not  read  as  required  by  the  constitution ;  for  there  is 
a  total  omission  to  put  in  the  paper  passed  one  word  in  ref- 
erence to  the  twenty-third  section  of  the  fourth  article.— 
Why  this  silence,  will  appear  more  fully  in  the  sequel :  the 
ratifying  Legislature  did  not  put  it  in,  simply  because  the 
preliminary  requisites  had  not  been  performed. 

The  people,  in  whom  resides  the  vital  power  in  reference 
to  organic  law,  could  only  vote  when  polls  were  opened,  and 
questions  proposed,  and  a  mode  given  by  which  to  declare 
themselves.  The  constitution  itself  requires,  that,  when  an 
amendment  is  proposed,  the  returning  officers  shall  open  a 
poll  for,  and  make  due  return  of,  all  those  who  have  voted 
on  the  proposed  amendment.  It  is  silent  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  question  shall  be  put  or  answered,  or  the 
answer  taken  or  certified.  These  particulars,  necessary  to 
the  eiyoyment  of  the  right,  are  left  to  ordinary  legislation, 
and  without  such  the  right  cannot  be  exercised.  The  Legis- 
lature prescribes  this  law;  that  law  omitted  all  questions  as 
to  the  Treasurer's  tenure  of  office.  None,  then,  was  asked: 
no  answer  was  given,  and,  of  course,  the  people  never  voted 
on  that  question.  The  Legislature  must  not  only  propose  a 
change,  but  must  do  it  in  such  a  manner  that  the  proposal 
can  be  answered."  In  this  case,  it  could  not  be  answered, 
and  it  was  not.  The  question  was  asked,  Are  you  in  favor 
8 
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of  biennial  sessions.  The  people  answered  in  the  affirm- 
ative, and  so  answered  all  they  were  asked,  but  nothing 
more.  The  Legislature,  then,  never  proposed  the  amend- 
ment in  an  answerable  shape ;  the  people  never  voted  on  it ; 
and  the  subsequent  Legislature,  seeing  this,  did  not  embrace 
this  change  in  their  resolutions  of  confirmation.  The  omis- 
sion having  been  made  in  the  questions  propounded,  the 
subsequent  omissions  were  the  result  of  necessity. 

The  only  arguments  left  in  favor  of  the  change,  are  :  1st. 
that  the  change  from  annual  to  biennial  sessions,  per  se, 
changed  the  Treasurer's  term ;  that  is,  the  constitution  is 
changed  by  implication;    and,  2ndly,   that    the   Judicial 
Department  cannot  look  behind  the  resolution,  to  see  whether 
it  is  of  binding  force.    In  reference  to  the  second  ground  : 
Suppose  the  Legislature  is  the  sole  judge  of  how  the  people 
voted  on  a  given  question  submitted  to  them ;  whether  they 
ever  voted  at  all,  is  a  very  different  inquiry.    The  constitution 
prescribes  the  mode  of  chanjging  it.    Until  that  mode  is 
resorted  to,  it  stands,  in  the  language  of  its  preamble,  ''to 
promote  the  general  welfare,  and  to  secure  to  ourselves  and 
to  our  posterity  the  rights  of  life,  liberty  and  property'' :  it 
stands  a  check  against  any  law,  save  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed: it  is  the  prescribed  will,  above  and  beyond  any 
reach  of  constructive  change.    This  peculiar  security  is  the 
distinctive  feature  of  a  republic,  the  essential  and  marked 
difference  between  a  monarchy  and  a  republic.    The  repeal 
of  a  common  statute,  even,  by  implication,  is  never  favored  ; 
it  is  never  allowed  save  from  necessity  ;'  convenience  is  not 
sufficient.    The  Treasurer's  tenure  ol  office  is  simply  incon- 
venient; for,  1st,  the  constitution  gives  the  executive  the 
appointing  power ;  (Art.  4  §  15 ;)  2ndly,  a  special  session  of 
the  Legislature  may  be  convened  to  elect  \  and,  Srdly,  by  a 
presumption  of  change,  a  high  policy  would  be  contravened. — 
The  object  is,  that  year  by  year,  and  each  year,  future  fitness 
for  the  office  may  be  judged  by  the  past.     Change  in  finances, 
&c.,  might  and  would  require  different  official  abilities  at  dif- 
ferent times*    A  presumption  even  arises  against  the  change, 
from  the  fact  that  the  Legislature  made  no  change  in  the  laws 
regulating  his  duties.    When  the  constitution  was  changed  in 
1846|  it  beeame  not  oolj  convenient,  but  necessary,  that  sena- 
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ton  shonld  hold  bj  a  different  tenure.  Instead,  however,  of 
invoking  convenience  and  implication,  the  Legislature  and  peo* 
pie  again  altered  the  organic  law  in  this  regard,  in  the  mode 
prescribed  by  the  constitution. — See  amendments  of  1849—50. 

To  maintain  that  the  Judicial  Department  cannot  go  behind 
the  resolutions,  is  to  maintain  that  the  Legislature  may  change 
the  constitution  at  will,  without  and  in  spite  of  the  people. — 
The  people  create  the  constitution ;  the  constitution  creates  the 
Legislature :  it  confines  it  to  ordinary  legislation,  to  which  the 
Governor  must  assent ;  it  gives  it  power  to  propose  amend- 
ments to  the  constitution,  in  reference  to  which  the  Governor  is 
no  actor ;  (Hollingsworth  v.  Virginia,  8  Dallas  878  ;)  it  estab- 
lishes courts  to  guard  it  from  inroads  by  the  Legislature.  The 
Legislature,  then,  is  held  within  the  pale  of  the  constitution  by 
the  courts ;  and  when  it  transcends  it,  there  are  but  two  leme- 
dies:  1st,  judicial  intervention;  and,  2nd,  revolution.  To 
the  Legislature  may  be  confided  the  sole  power  of  deciding  how 
the  people  voted;  to  the  Judiciary,  the  questions,  did  they 
vote,  and  have  the  other  steps  been  taken  to  change  the  organic 
law.  On  this  subject,  see  8  Story's  Com.  on  Const.  701 ;  1 
Kent's  Com.  448,  449, 453.  As  to  the  doctrine  of  amendments 
to  the  constitution,  see  3  Story's  Com.  on  Const.,  ch.  XLI,  679, 
690.  As  said,  the  Legislature,  in  this  regard,  are  not  law- 
makers, but  law-suggesters,  and  then  law-ratifiers  :  the  people 
are  the  makers  and  re-makers  of  the  constitution. 

Applying  the  ordinary  rules  of  construing  laws  to  the  reso- 
lutions of  1846,  what  is  their  construction?  In  a  deed  or  law, 
the  more  special  description  governs  the  general ;  the  preamble 
is  no  part  of  the  law,  and  is  only  resorted  to  for  explanation 
from  necessity.  The  preamble  to  the  resolutions  of  1846 
asserts  that  '^proposed  amendments"  had  been  suggested,  and 
then  adds,  '^  and  whereas  the  people  have  accepted  said  amend- 
ments, which  are  in  the  words  and  figures  following"  :  and  then 
follows  a  copy  of  the  previous  resolutions,  proposing  a  change 
to  biennial  sessions  and  the  removal  of  the  seat  of  government ; 
but  not  one  word  is  said  about  changing  the  Treasurer's  tenure, 
which  is  fixed  by  a  distinct  constitutional  provision.  Then 
comes  the  enactment,  ^Hhat  the  aforesaid  amendments,  proposed 
as  aforesaid,  and  accepted  as  aforesaid,  be  ratified."  To  what 
do  the  words  ^ ^aforesaid   amendments"  refer :  to  those  that 
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were  said  before,  or  those  that  were  alluded  to  before?  Plainly 
to  the  former.  The  language  analyzed  is  this  :  the  Legislature 
have  before  proposed  certain  amendments,  of  which  the  people 
have  accepted  such  as  are  in  the  words  and  figures  following, 
&c.;  therefore,  these,  so  accepted,  are  ratified. 

A  distinct  proposition  was  made  to  the  Legislature  of  1845-C, 
to  change  the  resolutions  under  consideration,  so  as  to  embrace 
the  Treasurer's  tenure,  and  it  was  rejected. — See  House 
Journal,  1844-6,  pp.  183-4-5.  This  shows  that  the  House 
only  had  under  consideration  the  removal  and  biennial  ques- 
tions. 

Tho  codifiers  were  required  to  embrace  in  the  Code  the  State 
constitution .  They  did  embrace  it,  and  the  next  Legislature 
adopted  it.  By  that  Code,  the  amendments  of  1846  do  not 
extend  to  the  Treasurer's  tenure  :  it  omits  the  preamble,  and 
specifies  the  changes  which  were  made  ;  but  it  does  not  specify 
any  change  in  the  twenty-third  section  of  tho  fourth  article. 

The  first  count  in  the  declaration  is  a  mere  general  assign- 
ment ;  it  does  not  state  that  Frierson  received'  any  money,  nor, 
if  so,  bow  much;  nor  does  it  allege  what  measure  of  injury 
has  resulted  from  the  alleged  neglect.  The  second  count 
alleges  a  default  after  Frierson's  election ;  non  constat^  that  it 
was  after  the  execution  of  the  bond,  which  was  given  a  month 
after  his  election.     The  bond  does  not  cover  past  defaults. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— The  twenty-third  section  of  the 
fourth  article  of  the  constitution,  as  it  was  originally  adopted  by 
the  people  in  convention,  is  in  these  words:  ** A  State  Treasurer 
and  a  Comptroller  of  Public  Accounts  shall  be  annually  elected, 
by  the  joint  vote  of  both  Houses  of  the  General  Assembly."— 
The  main  question  in  the  case  before  us,  is,  whether  this  section 
has  been  changed. 

The  constitution  can  be  amended  in  but  two  ways :  either  by 
the  people,  who  originally  framed  it,  or  in  the  mode  prescribed 
by  the  instiument  itself.  If  the  last  mode  is  pursued,  the 
amendments  must  be  proposed  by  two  thirds  of  each  House  of 
the  General  Assembly  ;  they  must  be  published  in  print,  at 
least  three  months  before  the  next  general  election  for  represen- 
tatives ;  it  must  appear,  from  the  returns  made  to  the  Secretary 
of  State,  that  a  majority  of  those  voting  for  representatives 
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iiave  Yoted  in  favor  of  the  proposed  amendments ;  and  they 
must  be  ratified  by  two  thirds  of  each  House  of  the  next  Gen- 
eral Assembly  after  such  election,  voting  by  yeas  and  nays,  the 
proposed  amendments  having  been  read,  at  each  session,  three 
times,  on  three  several  days,  in  each  House. — Con.  Ala.,  Clay's 
Dig.  XL. 

We  entertain  no  doubt,  that,  to  change  the  ccmstitution  in 
any  other  mode  than  by  a  convention,  every  requisition 
which  is  demanded  by  the  instrument  itself,  must  be  observed, 
and  the  omission  of  any  one  is  fatal  to  the  amendment.  We 
scarcely  deem  any  argument  necessary  to  enforce  this  propo- 
sition, rhe  constitution  is  the  supreme  and  paramount  law* — 
The  mode  by  which  amendments  are  to  be  made  under  it  is 
clearly  defined.  It  has  been  said,  that  certain  acts  are  to  be 
done — certain  requisitions  are  to  be  observed,  before  a  change 
can  be  effected.  Bat  to  what  purpose  are  these  acts  required,  or 
these  requisitions  enjoined,  if  the  liegislature  or  any  other  depart- 
ment of  the  government,  can  dispense  with  them.  To  do  so, 
would  be  to  violate  the  instrument  which  they  are  sworn  to 
support ;  and  every  principle  of  public  law  and  sound  consti- 
tutional policy  requires  the  courts  to  pronounce  against  every 
amendment,  which  is  shown  not  to  have  been  made  in  accor- 
(laoce  with  the  rules  prescribed  by  the  fundamental  law. 

We  now  proceed  to  the  inquiry,  as  to  whether  the  requisitions 
of  the  constitution  have  been  complied  with,  so  as  to  effect  a 
change  in  the  section  referred  to. 

The  joint  resolutions  adopted  at  the  session  of  1844-6,  (Sess. 
Acts  208,)  proposed  eight  amendments  to  the  constitution,  one 
of  which  was  the  striking  out  the  word  ^^annual,"  and  insertbg 
'^biennial"  in  its  place,  in  the  twenty-tUrd  section  of  the  fourth 
article,  which  would  have  had  the  effect  of  increasing  the  tenure 
of  the  office  of  the  Treasurer  and  Comptroller  to  two  years. 

By  the  act  approved  the  24th  of  January,  1845,  (Sesssion 
Acts  209,)  it  was  made  the  duty  of  the  sheriffs,  and  other 
officers  superintending  the  elections,  to  require  the  electors  to 
vote  only  on  two  of  the  amendments  offered,  neither  of  which, 
however,  embraced  the  amendment  proposed  in  relation  to  the 
twenty.third  section  of  the  fourth  article ;  but,  as  the  constitu- 
tion gave  the  elector  the  right  to  vote  on  all  of  the  amendments, 
the  act  of  1845  could  not  deprive  him  of  this  right.    The  law 
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was  certainly  objectionable,  as  its  obvious  tendency  would  be 
to  prevent  the  expression  of  the  opinion  of  the  electors  upon  any 
other  of  the  proposed  amendments,  than  those  brought  directly 
to  their  notice  by  the  questions  of  the  returning  officer.  It 
was,  however,  the  constitutional  duty  of  the  officets,  to  open  a 
poll  for,  and  make  return  to  the  Secretary  of  State  of,  the  vote 
on  the  amendment  proposed  ;  and  the  duty  thus  imposed  could 
not  be  affected  by  the  act  referred  to.  As  to  whether  the 
returns  made  show  that  a  majority  of  those  voting  in  favor  of 
representatives,  voted  in  favor  of  the  amendments,  as  the  case 
is  presented  before  us,  we  cannot  inquire.  We  must  presume 
that  the  returns  were  duly  made,  and  the  basis  properly  laid, 
for  the  subsequent  action  of  the  members  of  the  Legislature. 

At  the  next  session,  joint  resolutions  were  adopted,  the  pre- 
amble to  which  recites,  that,  '^Whereas  the  General  Assembly 
of  this  State,  at  the  last  session  of  the  same,  duly  submitted  to 
the  people  of  said  State  proposed  amendments  to  the  constitu- 
tion :  and  whereas  the  people  of  this  State,  in  the  manner  and 
form  as  provided  by  the  constitution,  have  accepted  the  said 
amendments,  which  are  in  words  and  figures  following."  Then 
follow  all  the  amendments  which  were  jgroposed  at  the  preced- 
ing session,  except  the  one  proposing  the  change  in  the  twenty- 
third  section  of  the  fourth  article,  which  is  entirely  omitted ; 
and  then  the  ratifying  resolution  is  added,  in  these  words :  "Be 
it  resolved,  by  the  Senate,  &c.,  two  thirds  of  each  House  con- 
currbg,  that  the  aforesaid  amendments  to  the  constitution, 
proposed  as  aforesaid,  and  accepted  by  the  people  as  aforesaid, 
be  ratified,  and  that  the  same,  from  and  after  the  passage  of 
this  resolution,  be  and  form  a  part  of  the  constitution  of  the 
State  of  Alabama." 

This  act  is,  in  our  opinion,  legitimately  susceptible  of  but 
one  construction.  The  preamble  recites,  that  the  amendments 
which  had  been  proposed  at  the  previous  session,  had  been 
accepted  by  the  people ;  and  had  the  resolution  gone  on  to 
declare,  that  such  amendments  were  ratified  by  two  thirds  of 
each  House  in  the  mode  required  by  the  constitution,  it  would 
have  been  sufficient,  as  we  could  not,  upon  the  demurrer,  have 
gone  behind  the  resolution  and  inquired  wheti.er  the  amendments 
had  been  read  the  number  of  times  required,  and  passed  by 
jeai  and  nays.    But  the  act  purports  to  set  out  the  resolutions 
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which  were  proposed  and  accepted  by  the  people,  and  the  rule 
is,  that  the  special  governs  the  general.  We  know,  it  is  true, 
that  another  amendment  than  those  embodied  in  the  act  was 
proposed  by  the  preceding  Legi.vlature;  but  we  do  not  know, 
except  so  far  as  the  act  informs  us,  whether  the  people  had 
accepted  that  amendment ;  and  wo  are  unable,  upon  any  sound 
principle  of  construction,  to  arrive  at  this  conclusion  from  the 
act  itself.  Our  conclusion  would  rather  be,  that  the  people  had 
accepted  only  those  amendments  which  are  set  out  in  the  act« 

Again  ^  we  know  of  no  rule  of  construction  by  which  the 
word  ^^aforesaid,"  in  the  ratifying  clause,  can  be  referred  to 
any  other  amendment  than  those  which  the  resolution  sets  forth. 
It  is  the  same  as  if  the  clause  had  enacted,  that  th^  amend- 
ments set  forth  in  the  preamble,  ''  having  been  proposed  as 
aforesaid,  and  accepted  by  the  people  as  aforesaid,  are  hereby 
ratified' ' ;  and^  it  is  obvious,  that  if  such  had  been  the  plain 
language  of  the  act,  the  ratification  could  have  embraced  only 
the  amendments  which  were  particularly  referred  t9. 

The  view  we  have  taken  we  regard  as  conclusive  of  the  case, 
and  we  make  the  decision  with  less  reluctance,  for  the  reason, 
that,  on  looking  to  the  journals  of  the  General  Assembly,  we 
find  that  the  amendment  which  was  omitted  in  the  act  last 
referred  to,  was  not  read  in  cither  House  during  the  session  at 
which  it  could  have  been  ratified,  and  this  omission,  we  are 
inclined  to  think,  had  it  been  properly  brought  to  the  notice  of 
the  court,  would  have  been  equally  fatal  to  the  amendment. 

The  change,  from  annual  to  biennial  sessions,  cannot  affect 
the  section  we  have  considered.  Both  qlauses  in  the  constitu- 
tion can  stand  together,  and,  although  some  inconvenience  may 
result,  if  it  be  deemed  necessary  to  convene  a  special  session  of 
the  Legislature  for  the  election  of  the  Treasurer  and  Comp- 
troller, a  point  upon  which  we  express  no  opmion,  this  inconve- 
nience must  be  submitted  to.  We  cannot  establish  an  unsafe 
precedent  upon  a  question  of  constitutional  law,  to  escape 
from  it. 

Our  views  upon  this  question  render  it  unnecessary  to  decide 
any  other  presented  upon  the  record* 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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u  112         SMOOT  vs.  THE  MAYOR  &c.  OF  WETUMPKA. 

uSZ    MO 

1.  When  the  act  incorporating  the  municipal  authorities  of  a  city  makes  it 
their  duty  to  keep  in  repair  the  bridges  and  streets  within  the  corporate 
limits,  and  in  consideration  thereof  relieves  them  from  other  duties,  an  action 
on  the  case  lies  against  them  for  a  neglect  of  this  duty,  in  favor  of  a  person 
who  is  thereby  ii\jured. 

2.  When  such  action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  caused  by  the 
fall  of  a  bridge,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  in  the  declaration  that  the  iM-idge 
was  broken  without  any  fault  on  the  part  of  plaintiff;  nor  that  he  could  not 
paas  the  street,  of  which  the  bridge  formed  a  part,  without  crossing  the 
bridge ;  an  averment  that  it  was  defendants'  duty  to  keep  the  bridge  in 
repair,  and  that  the  iiijuiy  resulted  from  its  unsafe  and  rotten  condition,  which 
rendered  it  incapable  of  sustaining  the  usual  burdens  which  were  accustomed 
to  pass  over  it,  is  sufficient. 

3.  A  count  averring  that  the  bridge  was  private  property,  not  belonging  to  the 
corporation,  and  had  become  a  public  nuisance  from  it«  unsafe  and  rotten 
condition,  and  that  said  corporation,  knowing  this,  failed  to  abate  it,  as  they 
by  law  were  authorized  and  required  to  do,  whereby  &c.,  is  bad  on  demurrer; 
the  failure  to  exercise  judicial  power  properly,  in  the  abnence  of  malice  and 
corrupt  intention,  constitutes  no  ground  of  action. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Coart  of  Coosa. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  D.  Phelan. 

Action  on  the  case  by  Benjamin  A.  Smoot  against  the  Mayor 
and  Aldermen  of  the  City  of  Wetumpka,  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion, to  recover  damages  for  injuries  sustained  by  plaintiff  from 
the  breaking  down  of  a  certain  bridge  in  one  of  the  streets  of  the 
city,  while  he  was  crossing  it  with  his  wagon  and  team ;  which 
bridge,  the  declaration  avers,  it  was  the  duty  of  said  defendants 
to  keep  in  repair,  but  they  wholly  failed  and  neglected  to  perform 
that  duty,  and,  with  actual  notice  of  its  rotten  and  unsafe  condi- 
tion, negligently  and  carelessly  suffered  it  to  remain  so.  The 
declaration  contains  four  counts,  which  are  particularly  described 
in  the  opinion.  The  defendants  demurred  to  the  whole  declara- 
tion, and  to  each  count  separately  ;  and  the  demurrers  were 
Bustained.    The  judgment  on  the  demurrer  is  now  assigned  for 
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L.  £•  Parsons  and  N.  S.  Graham,  for  plaintiff  ia  error : 

It  18  admitted  that  no  action  lies  for  a  public  or  common  nui> 
sance,  bat  an  indictment  only ;  but  where  a  private  person  suf- 
fers some  direct  and  particular  damage  by  a  public  nuisance,  he 
shall  have  a  private  satisfaction  by  action. — Broom's  Legal 
Maxims,  50  Law  Lib.  32 ;  3  Black.  Com.  219,  220 ;  also, 
note  7,  and  authorities  there  cited,  on  top  p.  173.  To  the  same 
effect  is  the  case  of  The  City  Council  of  Montgomery  v.  Hutch- 
inson &  Scott,  13  Ala.  R.  573.  Again  ;  it  is  said,  '^  an  indict- 
ment may  be  sustained  for  the  general  injury  to  the  public,  and 
an  action  on  the  case  for  a  special  and  particular  injury  to  an 
individual."— Mayor  v.  Henly,  8  B.  &  A.  (23  Law  Lib.)  36, 
and  the  tases  cited  in'the  opinion  of  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. ; 
also.  King  v.  Ward,  31  Law  Lib.  92 ;  27  E.  C.  L.  R.  366; 
Angell  Sl  Ames  on  Corp.  329  ;  Townsend  v.  Subquehana  Turn. 
Road,  6  Johns.  90  ;  Riddle  v.  The  Proprietors  of  Merrimack, 
7  Mass.  169. 

The  act  of  incorporation,  passed  January  SO,  1839,  confers 
powers  and  privileges  on  the  citizens  of  Wetumpka  in  their  cor- 
porate capacity,  which  may  well  be  legarded  as  a  consideration 
for  the  performance  of  the  duties  imposed  on  them  by  their  char- 
ter.—Acts  of  1338-9,  p.  46,  §§  7, 8,  11,  12.  Their  failure  to 
perform  this  duty  renders  them  liable  to  an  indictment ;  but  a 
private  person  may  also  sue,  \jn  showing  special  injury  to  him- 
self arising  from  that  failure.  This  seems  to  be  the  result  of 
all  the  cases,  though  there  is  some  conflict  among  them,  and  it 
is  certainly  in  accordance  with  sound  public  policy. — Cunliff  v. 
The  Mfeyor  of  Albany,  2  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  191 ;  Hay  v.  The 
Cohoes  Company,  3  ib.  43  ;  Sheldon  v.  Fairfax,  21  Vermont 
105-  This  being  an  incorporation,  the  decision  of  Lord  Ken- 
yon  in  Russell  v.  The  Men  of  Devon,  2  Durn.  &  East  667, 
does  not  apply ;  for,  in  that  case,  the  argument  proceeds  upon 
this  question,  "  Whether  this  body  of  men  who  are  sued,  are  a 
corporation,  or  quasi  a  corporation." 

In  the  case  of  The  Freeholders  of  Sussex  v.  Strader,  3  Har. 
117,  the  court  say,  the  better  and  more  modern  doctrine  is, 
that  a  corporation  may  be  held  liable  even  for  its  torts,  in  a  spe- 
cial action  on  the  case  for  a  neglect  of  duty  ;  and  they  cite  the 
case  of  Yarborough  v.  The  Bank  of  England,  16  East  6.  See, 
alio,  Bartlett  v.  Crozier,  15  Johns.  250 ;  8  Barb.  S.C.  R.  651; 
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Meares  v.  Tho  Com'mrs  of  WilmiDgton,  9  Iredell  73  ;  Town 
Council  of  Akron  v.  McComb,  18  Ohio  229 ;  on  which  cases 
the  plaintiff  in  error  confidently  relies. 

Rice  &  Morgan,  contra  : 

1.  The  charter  of  the  city  of  Wetumpka  imposes  no  higher 
obligations  on  it,  in  reference  to  roads  and  bridges,  than  the  law 
imposes  upon  the  commissioners  of  roads  in  each  county.  It  is 
a  municipal  corporation,  exercising  its  general  powers  for  the 
public  good.  It  has  no  emoluments  arising  from  the  streets  or 
bridges,  which  it  may  establish  or  erect ;  it  has  no  peculiar, 
private  interest  in  them,  but  establishes  them  in  the  exercise  of 
its  general  powers,  and  in  obedience  to  the  law,  for  the  public 
good  alone.  It  owes  these  duties  to  the  public  only,  and  not  to 
any  individual ;  and  no  action  will  be  against  it,  at  the  suit  of 
an  individual,  tor  a  neglect  to  perform  such  duties. — Morey  v. 
Newfane,  8  Barb.  645,  which  is  a  complete  answer  to  all  the 
New  England  cases  cited  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  is  sup- 
ported by  the  cases  in  11  Humph.  217  ;  12  Missouri  415 ;  3 
Har.  (N.J.)  108. 

In  all  the  cases  which  tend  to  establish  the  doctrine  that 
municipal  corporations  are  liable  for  injuries  sustained  by  indi- 
viduals, the  act  complained  of  was  either  a  usurpation  of  power 
not  conferred  by  law,  or  some  act  done,  resulting  in  injury  to  a 
private  person,  in  the  abuse  of  power  conferred  by  law ;  a  sim- 
ple neglect  of  duty  to  the  public,  gives  no  ground  of  action  to  an 
individual.  The  case  of  Goodlow  v.  City  of  Cincinnati,  4  Ohio 
500,  decides,  that  the  corporation  is  liable  for  an  illegal  and 
malicious  act  done  by  its  agent,  acting  in  pursuance  of  the 
authority  conferred  by  the  corporation  ;  but  it  does  not  decide 
anything  in  reference  to  a  mere  omission  of  duty  on  the  part  of 
the  corporation.  The  case  of  The  Mayor  of  New  York  v. 
Furze,  3  Hill  616,  was  rested,  so  far  as  the  right  of  action  was 
concerned,  upon  the  ground,  that  the  occupants  of  the  houses 
and  lots  in  the  neighborhood,  having  been  charged  with  the 
expenses  of  the  sewers  said  to  have  been  out  of  repair,  had 
thereby  acquired  a  right  to  the  common  use  of  them,  and  a  cor- 
responding duty  devolved  on  the  corporation  to  keep  them  in 
repair.  This  duty  the  city  owed  to  tho  citizens  in  the  neigh- 
borhood, as  well  as  to  the  public ;  but  the  remedy  was  givea  on 
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the  idea  of  an  implied  contract  with  those  citizens,  whose  prop- 
erty had  been  taxed  for  that  purpose,  to  repair  the  sewers. 

None  of  the  counts  of  the  declaration  aver  that  the  bridge 
was  broken  without  the  plaintiff's  fault ;  and  the  facts  averred 
in  three  of  the  counts  do  not  negative  the  idea  that  he  was  at 
fault  in  the  matter — that  he  was  carrying  too  much  burthen  on 
his  wagon. 

The  third  count  is,  in  substance,  tne  same  as  the  others.  The 
intendment  of  law,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  it,  is,  that  the  street 
and  bridge  had  become  public  by  use,  and  by  the  continuation  of 
the  repairs,  and  that  the  bridge  had  become  a  public  nuisance, 
by  the  rotting  of  the  timbers,  &c.  It  is  not  the  case  of  the 
erection  of  a  nuisance  ;  there  is  no  act  done  by  the  city  which 
was  calculated  to  create  a  nuisance,  but  the  nuisance  arises 
from  the  neglect  to  perform  a  duty  which  the  city  owed  to  the 
public,  not  to  particulai  individuals  or  localities";  not  a  duty 
arising  from  a  condition  in  the  city  charter,  or  from  an  implied 
contract,  but  a  duty  to  be  exercised  by  the  city  legislatively, 
for  the  general  good,  and  in  obedience  to  a  general  expression  of 
the  legislative  will  as  contained  in  the  charter.  The  case  cited 
from  27  £.  C.  L.  R.  366,  is  not  in  point ;  the  grant,  in  that 
case,  was  upon  condition,  and  upon  a  valuable  consideration  ; 
the  acceptance  of  the  grant  imposed  upon  the  defendants  the 
discharge  of  a  public  duty,  as  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  certain 
persons  in  a  certain  locality  ;  and  the  action  really  rested,  and 
was  sustained,  on  the  ground  that  a  failure  to  repair  was  a  breach 
of  the  condition  of  the  charter,  which  was  a  contract  with  the 
crown  to  do  certain  acts,  for  the  benefit  of  certain  localities,  in 
consideration  of  certain  valuable  profits,  immunities,  &c.  In 
the  case  at  bar,  there  is  no  such  implied  contract,  but  only  a 
general  duty  to  the  whole  public,  which,  if  not  performed,  gives 
no  right  of  action  to  an  individual.    The  case  of  Stetson  v. 

Faxon,  8  Hill,  is  similar  to  that  of  the  Mayor  of  L v. 

Henly,  and  the  recovery  was  proper,  upon  the  maxim  ^^  sic 
uiere  tuo  ut  non  alienum  ladasJ*^  All  the  cases,  from  that 
reported  in  2  Term  R.  667,  show  that  corporations  stand  on  a 
footing  with  individuals,  only  when  they  exercise  their  powers 
for  private  emolument,  and  not  solely  for  the  public  good. — 8 
Barb.  S.  C.  R.  645  ;  1  Saunders'  R.  485  (note  1.) 
The  declaration  nowhere  shows  that  plaintiff  was  forced  to 
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pass  over  the  briclge ;  that  there  was  no  other  convenient  way, 
or  no  way  provided  to  avoid  the  bridge  ;  and  there  is  no  aver- 
ment that  the  act  was  without  the  faalt  or  negligence  of  the 
plaintiff;  for  aught  that  appears,  these  facts  may  exist. — Smith 
v.  Smith,  2  Pick.  344.  Is  the  liability  of  a  municipal  corpo- 
ration sufficiently  averred,  by  simply  stating  that  a  certain 
bridge,  on  a  certain  street,  open  to  public  use,  was  out  of  repair  ? 
Is  it  a  legal  inference  from  these  facts,  that  the  corporation  has 
violated  the  law  defining  its  duties,  or  that  the  plaintiff  has  been 
injured  by  a  breach  of  its  general  duties  ?.  The  averment  is, 
not  that  the  highway  or  street  was  impassable,  but  that  the 
bridge  forming  a  part  of  it  was  out  of  repair. 

CHILTON,  C.  J. — Before  proceeding  to  discuss  the  main 
proposition  involved  in  this  case,  it  is  proper  to  note  the  objec- 
tions taken  to  the  structure  of  the  counts. 

The  first  count,  after  setting  out  the  corporate  character  oi 
the  defendant,  and  averring  that,  under  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tion, said  defendant  was  bound  to  keep,  and  of  right  ought  to 
have  kept,  the  streets  and  highways  of  said  city  of  Wetumpka 
in  good  repair,  and  that  the  revenue  of  said  city  was  ample 
and  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  which  revenue  the  said  corpora- 
tion was  empowered  by  law  to  use  for  that  purpose,   proceeds 
to  state,  ''  that  the  defendants,  not  regarding  their  duty  in  this 
behalf,  and  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  aforesaid,  neg- 
lected to  keep   the  said  streets  and  highways  in  good  repair, 
and  so  mismanaged  them  that  they  were  impassable,  unsafe  and 
dangerous,  and  that  said  plaintiff,  passing  and  driving  over  ahd 
along  one  of  the  public  streets  of  said  city,  and  within  the  cor- 
porate limits  thereof,  as   he  had  a  right  to  do,   viz.,  a  street 
usually  known  and  called  Company  street,  (commencing  and 
ending  within  the  corporate  limits  of  said  city,)  and  a   certain 
bridge,  being  a  part  of  said  street,  and   within  the  corporate 
limits  aforesaid,  on  account,  and  by   reason   of,   said  neglect, 
mismanagement  and  disregard  of  duty  as  aforesaid,  had  become 
rotten,  unsafe  and  dangerous,  of  which  said  corporation  had 
then  and  there,  and  for  a  long  timo  previous,  positive  notice, 
and  by  means  whereof,  said  bridge,  while  the  wagon  and  team 
of  the  said  plaintiff  were  passing  over  the  same,  fell  through,  and 
was  broken  dowp  5  whereby  said  wagon,  of  the  value  of  five 
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hundred  dollars,  was  broken,  split  and  fractured,  and  the  plain- 
tiff's team  of  mules,   of  the  value  of  one  thousand  dollars, 
wounded  and  killed ;  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  deprived  of 
their  use,"  &c. 

The  second  count  is  substantially  like  the  first,  except  that 
it  superadds,  that  the  defendant  was  accustomed  to  keep  said 
street  and  the  bridge  in  good  repair,  and  had  treated  the  same 
as  a  public  street,  the  same  being  of  great  public  utility  and 
necessity,  and  disregarding  their  corporate  and  accustomed 
duties,  failed  to  keep  the  same  in  repair,  but  knowingly  suffered 
the  bridge  on  said  street  to  become  unsound,  rotten  and  dan- 
gerous ;  and  in  consequence  of  their  disregard  and  neglect  of 
duty,  imposed  by  their  charter,  and  which  before  that  time  they 
had  been  accustomed  to  perform,  the  said  bridge  became  inca- 
pable of  sustaining  the  usual  burthens  which  wero  accustomed 
to  pass  and  repass  over  it,  and  the  plaintiff,  not  knowing  this 
fact,  attempted  to  pass  over  it  with  his  wagon  and  team,  when 
it  broke  down,  by  reason  of  its  unsound  and  rotten  condition, 
causing  the  damage  of  which  the  plaintiff  complains. 

The  third  count  varies  the  allegations,  by  averring  that  the 
defendants  had  no  power  or  control  over  the  said  street,  but 
that  it  was  made  their  duty  by  the  charter  to  remove  all  nui- 
sances in  said  city ;  that  this  street  was  not  a  legally  estab- 
lished highway  in  the  city,  but  was  kept  open  for  the  use  of 
persons,  wagons,  &c.,  passing  to  and  from,  public  warehouses  in 
the  city  for  the  storage  of  cotton,  &c. ;  that  said  corporation 
erected  the  bridge  on  said  street,  which,  by  their  neglect,  and 
by  reason  of  its  decayed  condition^  became  and  was  a  nuisance 
to  the  public,  which  was  made  known  to  the  defendants ;  and 
the  plaintiff,  in  passing  with  his  wagon,  loaded  with  cot^^on,  to 
a  public  warehouse,  attempted  to  cross  said  bridge,  when  it  fell 
through,  by  reason  of  the  rotten,  unsound  condition  of  said 
bridge,  causing  the  damage  complained  of. 

The  fourth  count  avers,  that  the  corporation  was  bound  by 
their  charter  to  keep  the  streets,  alleys,  &c.,  of  the  city  in 
repair,  as  also  such  streets  as,  after  the  act  of  incorporation, 
should  be  dedicated  to  the  use  of  the  city  by  the  owners  of  the 
soil  within  the  incorporation  ;  that  this  street  had  been  so  ded- 
icated, and  used  for  fourteen  years  preceding  the  injury  com- 
plamed  of,  and  was  of  great  public  utili^  and  necessity ;  that 
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said  corporation  bad  ample  means  to  keep  said  street  and  the 
bridge  erected  thereon  in  good  order  and  repair^  but  so  negli* 
gently  conducted  as  knowingly  to  suffer  the  bridge  to  be  and 
remain  out  of  repair,  and  so  rotten  and  unsafe  that  it  broke 
down  while  .the  plaintiff  was  crossing  over  on  it,  injuring  his 
wagon  and  killing  his  mules,  &c. 

1.  It  is  insisted  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error, 
that  none  of  the  counts  contain  an  averment  that  the  bridge  was 
broken  without  the  fault  of  Smoot.  This  objection  is  not  ten< 
able.  The  averment  that  the  injury  resulted  from  the  unsafe 
and  rotten  condition  of  the  bridge,  which  rendered  it  incapable 
of  sustaining  the  usual  burthens  which  were  accustomed  to  pass 
over  it,  is,  in  our  opinion,  quite  sufficient.  The  plaintiff  deduces 
his  right  to  damages  from  a  tortious  breach  of  the  defendants' 
duty,  which,  he  avers,  has  caused  the  injury  of  which  he  com- 
plains. If  there  be  circumstances  connected  with  the  injury, 
showing  that  it  is  to  be  attributed  to  some  fault  of  the  plaintiff, 
it  is  for  the  defendant  to  set  them  up  in  defence.  It  is  not 
required  that  a  plaintiff  should,  by  his  averments,  negative  every 
conceivable  fact  which  might  militate  against  his  recovery.  He 
is  only  bound  to  make  out  affirmatively  a  prima  facie  case  for 
damages ;  and  this  he  has  done  in  the  case  before  us,  if,  indeed, 
the  action  for  damages  will  lie  in  such  a  case  against  the  cor- 
poration. 

2.  As  respects  the  sufficiency  of  the  third  count :  The 
seventh  section  of  the  act  incorporating  the  city  of  Wetumpka, 
declares,  ^^  That  the  mayor  and  aldermen  shall  have  power  to 
pass  by-laws  and  ordinances,  necessary  and  proper  to  prevent 
contagious  and  infectious  diseases  from  being  introduced  into 
said  city,  and  to  preserve  the  health  thereof,  and  to  prevent 
and  remove  all  nuisances  at  the  expense  of  the  person  causing 
such  nuisance,  or  upon  whose  property  it  may  be  found,"  &c. 
The  declaration  avers,  that  the  street  on  which  the  bridge  was 
erected,  was  not  a  public  street  or  highway  duly  established  as 
such,  but  that  it  had  been  kept  open  for  the  use  and  benefit  of 
all  persons,  travelling  to  and  from  certain  public  warehouses 
for  the  storage  of  cotton  &c.,  and  was  of  great  use  ;  and  it  also 
avers,  that  said  defendant,  neither  in  its  corporate  nor  in  any 
other  capacity,  had  any  right  or  power  to  control  or  manage 
the  said  street  or  way  ;  that  nevertheless  it  erected,  or  caused 
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to  be  erected  and  continued,  a  certain  bridge  on  said  street, 
which  became,  by  reason  of  its  rotten  and  unsafe  condition,  a 
nuisance,  and  that  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  property  was 
received  by  its  falling  through  while  he  was  crossing  it  with  his 
wagon  and  team.  The  gravamen  of  this  count,  if  we  rightly 
understand  it,  is  not  that  the  corpora  tion  improperly  or  care, 
lessly  erected  the  bridge,  but  that  it  failed  to  abate  it  after  the 
same  had  become  so  unsound  and  rotten  as  to  be  a  public  nui- 
sance. As  the  bridge  was  on  private  property,  (the  count  pos- 
itively negativing  the  idea  of  its  being  on  a  public  highway,  and 
failing  to  show  a  public  use  of  it  for  so  long  a  period,  as  to 
amount  to  a  dedication  of  it  to  the  city,)  if  the  corporation  had 
torn  it  down  as  a  nuisance,  it  would  have  been  liable  to  the 
owner  of  the  property  in  the  event  it  had  turned  out  not  to  be 
such ;  and  the  resolve  of  the  corporation  for  its  abatement  would 
have  furnished  to  it  no  protection.  But  before  it  could  be 
abated  by  the  city  authority,  as  a  nuisance,  the  question  must 
first  be  settled  by  the  corporation  that  it  was  such  nuisance  ; 
and  this  involved  the  exercise  of  judicial  power,  the  failure  to 
exercise  which  properly,  in  the  absence  of  malice  or  corrupt 
intention,  constitutes  na  ground  of  action.  We  are  of  opinion, 
therefore,  that  the  third  count  was  bad.  Unlike  the  other 
counts,  it  avers  no  duty  on  the  part  of  the  corporation  to  repair 
the  bridge,  but  places  it  beyond  its  jurisdiction,  except  upon 
the  ground  of  its  being  a  nuisance. 

3.  But  it  is  also  insisted,  that,  conceding  the  liability  of  the 
corporation  to  keep  the  streets  and  bridges  in  repair,  yet  this 
general  liability  does  not  necessarily  require  that  this  particular 
bridge  should  be  kept  up ;  for,  non  constat j  the  street  was  better 
without  than  with  it ;  and  moreover,  it  does  not  appear  but  that 
there  was  a  good  way  around  the  bridge,  rendering  it  unneces- 
sary to  pass  over  it. 

These  and  all  similar  objections  are  answered,  by  the  allega- 
tion in  the  counts  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  corporation, 
resulting  from  their  organic  law,  to  keep  up  this  particular 
bridge.  If  the  bridge  was  unnecessary,  and  the  corporaiion 
had  determined  to  dispense  with  it,  there  being  a  good  way 
around  it,  this  would  constitute  a  defence,  and  would  go  to 
negative  the  allegation  that  the  corporation  had  failed  to  dis- 
oharge  its  duty  in  suffering  it  to  go  to  decay ;  but  being  mat- 
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ter  of  defence,  it  was  for  the  defendant,  and  not  the  plaintiff,  to 
bring  it  to  the  notice  of  the  court  and  jury.  Whether  the  high- 
way could  have  been  passed  without  going  over  the  bridge,  is 
not  the  question  presented,  or  required  to  be  presented,  by  the 
plaintiff.  He  says,  this  bridge  was  a  part  of  the  street,  and  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  keep  it  in  repair,  and  in  con- 
sequence of  a  tortious  or  negligent  breach  of  this  duty  by  the 
defendant,  the  plaintiff's  property  has  been  destroyed  in  an 
attempt  to  pass  over  it.  He  thus  shows  the  injury  complained 
of  to  be  thb  proximate  result  of  the  defendant's  breach  of  duty, 
which  renders  his  right  of  action  complete,  if  such  action  will 
lie ;  and  whether  or  not  it  will,  is  the  only  remaining  subject  of 
inquiry. 

4.  It  is  too  well  settled,  by  an  unbroken  current  of  author- 
ity (or  many  years  past,  that  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  tort 
may  be  maintained  against  corporations,  as  against  individuals, 
now  to  be  controverted. 

At  an  early  period  in  the  history  of  corporations,  it  waR 
held,  that  such  actions  could  not  be  maintained.  Indeed,  at  one 
time  it  was  much  doubted  whether  assumpsit  would  lie  against 
a  corporation  aggregate,  since,  it  was  said,  it  could  only  bind 
itself  under  seal ;  and  such  was  the  decision  in  Breekbill  v. 
Turnpike  Co.,  8  Dall.  496.  But  when  it  was  suggested  that, 
being  impersonal,  and  having  no  hand,  it  could  not  affix  a  seal, 
and  must  therefore  contract  with  some  agent  to  act  for  it  in 
that  behalf,  the  old  doctrine  was  abandoned  ;  for,  if  it  could  not 
act  without  a  seal,  it  could  never  act  at  all,  as  it  can  only  act 
through  an  agent,  which  it  could  never  create,  in  the  first 
instance,  under  seal.  The  principal  difficulty  we  have  had  in 
this  case,  is,  in  determining  as  to  the  nature  of  the  liability  of 
the  defendant  in  respect  to  the  failure  of  duty  and  negligence 
charged  against  it,  considered  in  connection  with  the  law  of  its 
organization  ;  in  other  words,  whether  the  duty  alleged  to  have 
been  negligently  and  tortiously  violated,  grows  out  of,  and 
forms  a  part  of,  those  powers  in  the  exercise  of  which  the  corpo- 
ration acts  as  a  legislative  body,  or  whether  such  duty  does  not 
involve  the  exercise  of  its  governmental  functions.  To  illus- 
trate :  Power  is  given  to  the  corporation  to  pass  by-laws  and 
ordinances,  necessary  and  proper  to  prevent  contagious  and 
mfectious  diseases  ;  but  the  passage  of  such  by-laws  and  ordi- 
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naoees  inrolves  tht  ozeroise  of  legislative  power,  and  although  il 
ia  the  duty  of  the  oorporation  to  pass  them  when  an  emergenejr 
•hall  reader  them  necessary,  still  no  action  on  the  case  would  lie 
for  a  failure  to  perform  such  duty,  at  the  suit  of  any  one  who 
may  have  sustained  injury  from  such  diseases.  This  is  a  pub* 
lie,  goyernmental  power,  with  reference  to  which  the  corporation 
may  exercise  a  sound  legal  discretion.  On  the  other  hand, 
where  a  particular  duty  is  positively  enjoined,  and  no  discretion 
is  vested  in  the  corporation,  as  to  whether  it  will  or  will  not 
perform  it,  (as  if  the  city  or  municipal  corporation,  in  consider- 
ation of  certain  exemptions  and  immunities,  such  as  from  work* 
ing  on  roads  and  highways,  Jbc,  is  positively  required  to  keqp 
the  highways  in  said  city  in  repair,)  and,  having  the  means  for 
performing  this  duty,  the  corporation  wilfully  or  negligently 
fail  to  perform  it,  in  consequence  of  which  failure  an  extraordi- 
nary injury  happens  to  an  individual,  we  see  no  reason  why  an 
action  will  not  lie  as  well  against  it  as  against  an  individuali 
for  a  similar  omission  of  duty  which  works  an  injury  to  another. 

The  case  before  us  falls  directly  under  the  principle  we  have 
laid  down  ;  for,  by  its  act  of  incorporation,  it  is  declared  that 
^'  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  city  shall  be  excused  from  working 
on  roads  and  highways  out  of  the  said  city,  and  from  patrol 
duty,  except  under  authority  of  said  city ;  but  the  streets  and 
highways  of  said  city  shall  be  kept  in  repair  by  said  city,"  &c. 
—See  Acts  of  Ala.  1839,  p.  47  §  11.  We  must  judicially  take 
notice  of  this  act,  as  a  part  of  the  public  law,  as  though  it  had 
been  set  oat  in  each  count  in  the  declaration. — State  v.  The 
Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  Murfreesboro',  11  Humph.  R.  212* 

The  tendency  of  the  modern  decisions  is,  to  hold  corporations 
liable,  like  individuals,  for  tortious  violations  of  duty,  not  involv* 
iog  governmental  powers,  and  to  disregard  the  distinction  which 
has  sometimes  been  taken  between  what  is  termed  misfeasance 
and  non-feasance.  We  are  of  opinion  that  there  is,  in  such 
eases,  no  solid  distinction  between  a  tortious  neglect  of  a  known, 
defined  duty,  which  is  of  such  a  character  as  not  to  involve  gov* 
ernmental  powers,  and  the  performance  of  such  a  duty  in  so 
unskillful  and  negligent  a  manner  as  to  cause  particular  or 
extraordinary  injury  to  another.  The  consequences  to  the 
party  injured  are  the  same,  whether  they  result  from  misfeas- 
aooe  or  non-feaiance. 
0 
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We  have  looked  into  a  nmnber  of  caseB,  beariDg  upon  the 
qaestion  of  the  liability  of  corporatioBs  for  omissions  of  duty 
similar  to  the  one  now  under  consideration,  and  without  extend- 
ing this  opinion  by  citing  them,  we  feel  satisfied  that  the  weight 
of  authority  is  in  favor  of  sustaining  the  right  of  action.  The 
ease  of  Meares  v«  The  Commissioners  of  the  Town  of  Wilming- 
ton, 9  Iredell  R.  78,  80,  very  clearly  shows  that  the  power,  or 
rather  the  duty,  enjoined  upon  the  corporation,  to  repair,  is  not 
one  of  those  public,  gratnitons  dnties  for  which  the  corporation 
should  not  beheld  responsible ;  it  receives  an  equivalent  m  the 
immunities  granted  to  it. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


OOLDINO  vs.  GOLDINO'S  ADM'B. 

1.  An  instnunent,  In  form  a  deed,  containing  a  clause  of  watranty,  attested 
lij  two  witnesses,  and  conyeying  realty  and  personalty  by  the  words/'at  my 
death  I  do  herelyy  give  and  grant  onto  my  son/'  held  a  deed,  and  not  a  will ; 
the  evidence  showing  that  it  was  delivered  to  the  grantee,  who  was  a  cripple, 
on  the  day  of  its  date,  and  that  it  was  intended  as  a  juresent  proviaon  for 
him,  to  induce  him  to  continue  to  live  with  the  grantor,  his  mother. 

2.  An  adminstrator  of  a  solvent  estate  may,  in  this  State,  maintain  ejectment 
for  the  lands  of  his  intestate. 

Erkor  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Russell. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  Gill  Shortkr. 

Ejectment  by  Bryant  Duncan,  as  administrator  of  Catha- 
rine Golding,  deceased,  against  William  A.  Golding,  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  to  recover  the  possession  of  a  tract  of  land  con- 
taining eighty  acres,  as  well  as  damages  by  way  of  mesne 
profits  for  its  detention.  The  defendant  claimed  title  through 
the  plaintiff's  intestate,  under  the  following  mstniment  of 
writing: 

^^  The  State  of  Alabama,     )  Know  all  men  by  these  pres- 

Russell  County,  f  ents,  at   my  death,    that  I, 

Catharine  Golding,  do  hereby  give  and  grant  unto  my  son. 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TERM,  1854.  123 

Goldlng  V.  Golding's  AdmY. 

William  A.  Golding,  my  negro  woman  Silvey  and  her  son  Shade, 
which  I  believe  to  be  worth  about  nine  hundred  dollars ;  also, 
eighty  acres  of  land,  worth  abont  four  hundred  dollars,  for 
which  I  hereby  warrant  and  defend,  from  the  balance  of  my 
heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns.  In  witness 
whereof,  I,  the  said  Catharine  Golding,  have  hereunto  set  my 
hand  and  seal,    January  24th,  1852. 

Levi  Golding,  [Seal]  her 

Catharine  X  Golding." 

Mitchell  Golding,  [Seal.]  mark. 

The  defendant  proved  the  execution  and  delivery  of  this 
instrument  on  the  day  of  its  date,  by  the  subscribing  witnesses, 
who  further  testified  that  it  was  executed  under  the  following 
circumstances :  William  A.  Golding,  the  grantee,  is  a  cripple 
and  the  son  of  said  Catharine ;  at  the  date  of  the  instrument 
he  was  living  with  her,  but,  about  that  time  and  previously,  he 
spoke  of  leaving  her  house,  and  going  to  live  with  a  brother  with 
whom  he  had  formerly  resided ;  on  the  day  when  the  instrument 
was  executed,  his  mother  promised  him  that,  if  he  would  live 
with  her  until  she  died,  she  would  give  him  an  instrument 
which  would  secure  to  him  at  her  death,  if  she  died  before  he 
did,  her  land  and  negroes ;  the  defendant  assented  to  this  prop- 
osition,  and  immediately  drew  up  the  instrument  above  set  out, 
which  his  mother  forthwith  executed  and  delivered  to  him. 

It  was  further  proved,  that  the  defendant  did  live  with  his 
mother  until  her  death,  which  occurred  on  February  2d,  1852 ; 
that,  at  the  time  said  instrument  was  executed,  said  Catharine 
was  in  her  usual  health,  which  was  infirm ;  that  she  requested 
her  son  not  to  exhibit  the  instrument  until  after  her  death ;  that 
he  did  not  exhibit  it  until  the  appraisement  of  the  estate,  at 
which  he  claimed  the  property,  but  showed  the  instrument  to 
one  person  only,  and  he  was  a  stranger  to  this  suit ;  that  it  was 
not  shown  to  the  administrator  until  after  the  institution  of  this 
suit.  Upon  this  proof,  the  defendant  offered  to  read  the  instru- 
ment in  evidence  to  the  jury,  but  the  plaintiff  objected ;  the 
court  sustained  the  objection,  and  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  the  record  of  his  appoint- 
ment as  administrator  of  Catharine  Golding,  deceased ;  but 
defendant  objected  to  its  admission,  because  it  did  not  show  that 
plaintiff  had  ^ven  bond,  or  done  any  ether  qualifying  act  as 
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administrator.  The  objection  if  as  overruled,  and  the  defendant 
ezeeptod. 

This  being  all  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  the  court  charged 
tbe  jury,  that  the  evidence  showed  sufficient  authority  in  the 
plaintiff  to  sue  in  the  character  of  administrator  of  Catharine 
Oolding;  that,  as  such  administrator,  he  had  eight  months 
within  which  to  receive  claims  against  the  estate,  and  if  he 
instituted  this  suit  within  that  time,  and  his  intestate  had  title 
to  tho  land,  he  had  the  right  to  recover  of  the  defendant  the 
possession  of  the  land,  even  though  it  did  not  appear  affirma> 
tively  that  there  were  any  debts  due  by  said  estate ;  and  that, 
if  they  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  they  must  assess  the 
value  of  the  rents  and  profits  against  the  defendant  from  the 
service  of  the  writ ;  to  which  charge  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  errors  assigned  are :  first,  the  ruling  of  the  court  in 
excluding  said  instrument  from  the  jury  ;  second,  the  overrul- 
ing of  defendant's  objection  to  the  record  showing  plaintiff'  's 
appointment  as  administrator ;  and',  thirdly,  the  charge  given. 

HiLLlARD  &  Thorubigton,  for  plaintiff  in  error : 

1.  The  court  erred  in  excluding  the  instrument  offered  from 
the  jury.  It  was  a  deed:  it  conveyed  to  the  grantee  an  actual 
interest  and  an  immediate  estate,  only  reserving  to  the  grantor 
the  enjoyment  of  the  property  during  her  life  :  it  took  effect 
immediately,  and  not  in  futuro\  the  delivery  perfected  it,  and 
passed  the  title  to  the  grantee. — Adams  v.  Broughton,  18  Ala. 
731 ;  McRae  v.  Pegues,  4  ii.  168 ;  Simmons  v.  Augustin,  3 
Porter  69,  94 ;  Harkins  v.  Coalter,  2  ib.  268 ;.  Florida  Rep. 
68,  88;  7  Har.  &  J-  257  ;  9  Gill  &  J.  77  ;  1  Bailey  100  ; 
Williams  v.  Ward,  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ten- 
nessee, at  April  term,  1858,  and  reported  in  Law  Magazine  for 
January,  1854. 

2.  Tho  record  of  the  plaintiff's  appointment  as  administra- 
tor ought  not  to  have  been  admitted,  as  it  did  not  show  that  ht 
had  given  bond,  or  even  qualified. 

3.  The  charge  is  erroneous.  An  administrator  is  not  entitled 
to  the  lands :  they  pass  to  the  heir.  They  are,  of  course, 
subject  to  the  payment  of  debts ;  but  the  administrator  could 
not  obtain  possession  of  them,  until  he  had  taken  the  regular 
itept  ia  ttM  Probata  Courts  for  iha  purpose  of  coUectiiig  tU 
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rents  and  profits. — Parsons^   Com.  154 ;   Chighisola  ▼•  Ia 
Baron,  21  Ala.  406. 

Geo.  D.  Hooper  and  Belsea  &  Rice,  contra : 

The  instrument  excluded  from  the  jury  was  testaneotary  in 
its  character.  True,  it  was  delivered ;  the  beneficiary  was  in 
life,  and  might  have  been  the  recipient  of  a  deed.  But  the 
expressed  view  of  the  testatrix  was,  that  it  should  only  operate 
in  the  uncertain  event  of  her  dying  first :  there  still  remained 
the  locus  pemtentUe,  Then  again,  on  the  face  of  the  inslra* 
ment,  not  only  the  possession  and  use  of  the  property  did  not 
pass  till  death,  but  the  property  itself  did  not  pass  till  death. 
The  ruling  of  the  court  is  sustained  by  the  following  authoritits: 
Shepherd  v.  Nabors,  6  Ala.  632 ;'  Dunn  and  Wife  v.  Bank  of 
Mobile,  2  ib.  153  ;  Austin  v.  Young,  2  Kelly  41 ;  Walker  v. 
Jones,  23  Ala.  448. 

The  record  containing  the  order  of  plaintiff's  appointment  as 
administrator,  shows  that  he  ^^bad  duly  qualified." 

As  to  the  right  of  an  administrator  to  maintain  ejectment| 
seeMasterton  v.  Girard's  Heirs,  10  Ala.  60;  Caruthers  v. 
BaUey,  3  Kelly  111. 

LI60N,  J. — The  rights  of  the  parties  in  this  case  depend, 
mainly,  upon  the  construction  which  the  law  puts  upon  the 
instrument  of  writing  made  by  Catharine  Golding  to  Wil- 
liam A.  Golding,  which  the  court  below  excluded  from  the 
jory. 

If  that  instrument  is  a  deed,  by  which  Mrs.  Golding  con« 
veys  to  her  son  the  premises  in  controversy,  to  be  held  by 
him  in  fee,  with  the  reservation  of  a  life  estate  to  herself, 
and  its  terms  are  such  as  to  pass  to  him  a  present  interest  in 
the  lands  in  controversy,  with  the  entire  estate  at  her  death, 
then,  the  court  erred  in  excluding  it  from  the  jury ;  but,  if, 
as  it  is  contended  for  the  administrator,  the  paper  is  wholly 
testamentary  in  its  character,  it  cannot  pass  real  estate, 
because  there  are  but  two  subscribing  witnesses  to  it,  when 
our  statuto  requires  three  to  a  will  of  realty. 

In  construing  this  instrument,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind, 
that  there  is  no  controversy  here  witl\  the  creditors  of  Mrs. 
Oolding,  or  a  subsequent  purchaser  from  her  for  valuikbli 
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consideration  without  notice,  or  even  a  voluntary  grantee. 
It  is  a  contest  between  her  voluntary  donee  and  her  personal 
representative,  or,  in  other  words,  between  the  parties  to  the 
instrument  exclusively* 

The  instrument  is,  in  form,  a  conveyaJice  of  the  land  in 
controversy,  and  the  operative  words,  "do  hereby  give  and 
grant,"  as  well  as  the  clause  of  warranty,  which  is  in  these 
words,  "  I  hereby  warrant  and  defend,  from  the  balance  of 
my  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  and  all 
otiier  claims  whatever,  unto  the  said  William  A.  Golding," 
4c.,  are  the  words  of  a  deed  and  covenant,  and  with  the 
exception  of  "give,"  are  never  found  in  a  will.  The  phrase, 
**at  my  death,"  does  not  appear  to  have  been  intended  to 
operate  on  the  words  of  gift  or  grant,  or  upon  the  estate 
intended  to  be  granted,  but  most  naturally  refers  to  and  limits 
the  time  when  the  grantee  shall  enter  upon  the  enjoyment  of 
the  estate  granted.  It  presents,  then,  the  common  case  of  a 
gift  by  deed  of  lands,  with  the  reservation  of  a  life  estate 
to  the  donor. 

In  all  such  cases,  the  fee  presently  passes  to  the  grantee, 
upon  the  delivery  of  the  deed,  while  the  life  estate,  carved 
out  of  it  and  reserved,  remains  in  the  donor :  on  the  death 
of  the  donor,  the  entire  estate  in  the  premises  immediately 
vests  in  the  grantee. 

Instruments  containing,  in  effect,  the  words  of  the  one 
under  consideration,  have  been  frequently  passed  upon  in 
this  court  and  others,  and  have  been  almost  invariably  held 
to  be  deeds.  In  those  cases  in  which  they  have  been  held  to 
be  testamentary  papers,  they  have  been  so  held  to  give  them 
effect,  and  not  to  defeat  their  operation.  If,  as  deeds,  the 
law  interposes  insurmountable  obstacles  to  carrying  out  the 
evident  intention  of  the  grantor,  then  they  have  been  held  to 
be  testamentary,  if  in  that  character  the  courts  could  give 
effect  to  such  intention ;  on  the  contrary,  if,  by  investing 
them  with  a  testamentary  character,  the  intention  will  be 
defeated,  they  will  be  held  to  be  deeds  to  give  them  effect. 
To  hold  that  this  instrument  is  a  will,  would  be  wholly  to 
defeat  the  intention  of  Mrs.  Golding  as  to  the  real  estate  ; 
for  it  could  not  pass  lands,  as  it  wants  the  statutory  number 
of  witnesses. 
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In  Dunn  and  Wife  v.  Bank  of  Mobile  et  al.,  2  Ala.  152, 
the  instnunent  was  in  fonn  a  deed,  and  called  such  ;  yet,  as 
its  purpose  seemed  to  be  testamentary,  and  the  evident 
design  and  intention  of  the  grantor  could  not  be  carried 
out  unless  it  were  established  as  a  will,  this  court  declared  it 
to  be  such,  and  thus  gave  it  effect. 

In  Shepherd  et  al.  v.  Nabors,  6  Ala.  634,  the  instrument 
was  in  form  and  name  a  deed;  but  the  court  invested  it  with 
a  testamentary  character,  to  carry  out  the  evident  intentions 
of  the  donor.  It  would  swell  this  opinion  to  too  great 
length  to  enumerate  all  the  cases  of  a  similar  character 
with  which  the  books  abound. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  the  cases  of  Sinmions  v.  Augustin, 
8  Porter  69,  and  Adams  v.  Broughton,  13  Ala.  731,  in  which 
the  instruments  were  very  similar  to  the  one  in  this  case, 
they  were  held  to  be  deeds,  to  give  them  effect,  and  to  carry 
out  the  intentions  of  the  grantors,  which  would  have  been 
otherwise  defeated.  To  the  same  effect  are  the  cases  of 
Gaines  and  Wife  v.  Marley,  2  Yerger  584 ;  Same  v.  Jones, 
5  t6.  254  ;  and  Williams  v.  Ward,  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Tennessee  at  April  term,  1853,  and  reported  in  the 
Law  Magazine  for  1854.  It  is  worthy  of  remark,  that,  in 
the  first  of  these  cases,  the  court  at  first  held  the  equivocal 
instrument  to  be  a  will;  but,  upon  reconsideration,  it  changed 
its  opinion,  and  ruled  it  to  be  a  deed,  in  order  to  carry  out 
the  intentions  of  the  maker. 

In  Home's  Ex'rs  v.  Gartman,  1  Florida  63,  which  is 
quoted  approvingly,  and  relied  upon  by  this  court  in  the  case 
of  Adams  v.  Broughton,  tupraj  the  instrument  contained  the 
words  both  of  a  will  and  a  deed,  inartificially  thrown 
together.  There  was  also  a  will,  in  due  form,  revoking  the 
instrument,  and  giving  the  slaves  conveyed  by  it  to  other 
persons.  The  executors  sued  Gkirtman  for  them ;  but  the 
court  held  the  instrument  to  be  a  deed,  and  consequently 
irrevocable,  remarking,  that  '*  if  it  was  tlie  intention  of  the 
grantor  it  should  operate  as  a  deed,  and  it  is  not  legally 
impossible  it  shall  so  operate,  his  intention  should  prevail." 
The  court  held  it  to  be  a  deed,  to  give  it  effect,  and  to  take 
it  out  of  the  clause  of  revocation  contained  in  the  will  of 
the  grantor,  which  would  otherwise  have  defeated  it. 
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Upon  a  review  of  all  the  cases,  our  concltiBion  is,  that 
where  an  instrument  is  rendered  equivocal  in  its  character 
by  being  inartificially  drawn,  and  its  execution  is  perfected 
by  delivery,  the  courts,  to  prevent  the  intention  of  the 
maker  from  being  defeated,  and  to  give  it  eflEiect,  will  hold 
the  instrument  to  be  a  deed.  But  we  have  been  unable  to 
find  any  case,  in  which  the  inartificial  [arrangement  of  the 
words  of  the  instrument  has  been  relied  upon  or  permitted 
to  defeat  that  intention,  and  render  the  instrument  inoper* 
ative  and  nugatory. 

Were  we  to  hold  this  instrument  to  be  a  will,  we  should  not 
only  run  counter  to  this  settled  and  well  established  rule, 
but  defeat  the  humane  provision  which  an  aged  mother  has 
made  for  an  unfortunate  and  crippled  son. 

The  proof  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  this  instrument, 
leaves  us  in  no  doubt  as  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  it, 
and  fully  explains  any  latent  ambiguity  which  may  have 
supervened  by  the  use  of  the  words  **at  my  death,"  as  they 
were  used  in  the  instrument  itself.  Concurrently  with  the 
making  of  the  instrument,  the  donor  declared  that  her  inten- 
tion was  to  secure  the  property  to  her  son,  and  the  considera- 
tion was  that  her  son  was  to  remain  with  her  as  long  as  she 
lived.  It  is  evident  that  Mrs.  Golding,  at  the  time  the  deed 
was  signed,  had  not  the  least  idea  of  making  a  will,  or  any 
instrument  of  a  purely  testamentary  character.  Her 
purpose,  as  avowed  by  herself,  was,  at  that  time  to  secure  the 
property  to  her  son,  if  he  outlived  her.  A  will,  which  she 
could  revoke  at  any  subsequent  time,  at  her  own  pleasure, 
would  not  carry  out  this  intention ;  but  a  deed,  signed  and 
delivered,  could  and  would.  Yet,  in  that  deed  it  was  neces- 
sary to  reserve  her  life  interest  in  the  property,  by  the  use  of 
words  which  would  effect  this  object,  and  hence  the  words 
"at  my  death"  occupy  a  prominent  place  in  the  instrument, 
while  the  body  of  the  paper  under  consideration  containfi 
every  word  necessary  to  make  a  good  deed,  without  the  use 
of  a  single  one  which  is  peculiar  to  a  will.  It  is  true,  if  the 
words  ''at  my  death"  had  been  differently  placed,  the  mean* 
isg  of  the  grantor  would  have  been  more  pointedly  and  un- 
equivocally expressed;  but  mere  awkwardness  in  the  arrange- 
m«nt  of  words  in  a  deedi  which  does  not  make  it  oontradiot 
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the  avowed  intention  of  the  grantor  at  the  time  it  was  exe- 
cated,  will  not  be  allowed  to  defeat  that  intention  altogether. 
In  such  cases,  if  the  words  of  the  instrument,  by  a  reason- 
able construction  of  them,  can  be  made  to  carry  out  the 
expressed  intention  of  the  maker,  the  courts  will  not  hesitate 
to  place  that  construction  upon  them. 

The  operative  words  of  the  instrument  under  considera- 
tion, as  we  have  already  said,  are  those  of  a  deed,  and  these 
must  be  allowed  to  fix  its  character.  These  agree  with  the 
oral  proof  in  the  case,  as  to  the  intentions  of  Mrs.  Golding, 
and  stamp  the  paper  unmistakeably  with  the  character  and 
properties  of  a  deed. 

The  only  remaining  question  which  we  deem  it  necessary 
to  pass  upon,  is,  as  to  the  right  of  an  administrator,  in  this 
State,  to  bring  ejectment  against  an  adve.re  holder  of  the 
lands  of  his  intestate.  The  action  of  ejectment  is  a  posses- 
sory action,  and  may  be  brought  by  any  person  against  whom 
the  possession  of  lands  is  unlawfully  held  by  another,  espe- 
cially in  cases  in  which  the  summary  proceedings  by  forcible 
entry  and  detainer,  or  of  unlawful  detainer,  will  not  lie.— 
Under  our  statute,  the  administrator  of  a  solvent  estate  is 
entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estate  of  his  intes- 
tate, until  distribution  is  made.  It  has  been  also  held,  that 
he  is  entitled  to  the  rents  in  arrear  at  the  death  of  his  intes* 
tate. — ^Harkins  v.  Pope,  10  Ala.  493.  Being  thus  entitled 
to  all  the  rents  of  the  premises,  the  administrator  must,  of 
necessity,  be  entitled  to  all  the  needful  remedies  to  enforce 
his  rights ;  for,  when  the  Legislature  conferred  the  right  to 
the  rents  accruing  on  the  real  estate  of  the  intestate  on  him, 
it  gave  him,  by  implication,  every  other  right  or  power 
necessary  to  render  this  right  effectual.  Among  these  are 
included  the  right  to  the  possession  of  the  lands,  and  the 
right  of  action  to  recover  that  possession,  if  unlawfully 
withheld  from  him.  The  rule  is  different  where  the  estate  is 
insolvent,  as  may  be  seen  by  reference  to  the  case  of  Long 
ei  al.  V.  McDougald's  Adm'r,  decided  at  the  last  term.  The 
estate  of  Mrs.  Golding  does  not  appear  to  be  insolvent,  and 
her  administrator  might  well  maintain  ejectment  in  a  proper 
ease. 

There  was,  therefore,  no  error  in  this  part  of  the  rolijig  of 
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the  court  below;  but  for  the  error  in  excluding  the  deed  from 
the  jury,  the  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded. 


STEIN  vs.  BURDEN. 


1*  A  legislative  grant  to  an  incorporated  company,  conferring  upon  them 
"  the  exclusive  right  and  privilege  of  condacting  and  bringing  water  for  the 
supply  of  the  city  for  the  term  of  forty  years,''  gives  them  no  right  to  divert 
the  water  of  a  running  stream,  to  the  injury  of  riparian  proprietors,  wlthoat 
making  compensation. 

2.  An  act  authorizing  the  lessee  of  certain  city  water  works  to  sue  out  a  writ 
of  ad  quod  damnum,  to  ascertain  the  damage  sustained  by  riparian  propri- 
etors from  his  diversion  of  the  water  of  a  running  stream,  does  not  deprive 
a  riparian  proprietor  of  his  common  law  action  for  damages,  on  the  lessee's 
failure  to  sue  out  the  \\Tit. 

3.  A  municipal  corporation,  owning  lands  on  a  water  course  from  three  to  five 
miles  distant  from  the  city,  has  no  right  to  divert  the  water  from  the  stream, 
to  the  injury  of  the  other  riparian  proprietors,  in  sufficient  quantities  to  sup- 
ply the  domestic  wants  of  its  inhabitants. 

4.  A  witness  who  is  well  acquainted  with  the  mill  bufiiness,  cannot  give  his 
opinion  as  to  the  damage  sustained  by  plaintiff  by  a  diver^on  of  the  water 
from  his  mill,  when  he  is  not  informed  of  the  size  of  the  stream,  its  supply 
of  water,  or  the  quantity  diverted. 

5.  No  reco%^cry  can  be  had,  except  by  a  new  action,  for  damages  accruing 
subsequent  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit ;  but  evidence  is  admiaslble  to 
show  the  effect  after  suit  brought  of  a  diversion  of  the  water,  with  the  view 
of  affording  information  to  the  jury  of  the  effect  of  the  diversion  under  sim- 
ilar circumstances  before  suit  brought 

6.  Actual  possession  under  claim  of  title  is  sufficient  to  sustain  an  aotioo  oil 
the  case  for  diverting  water  fi-om  a  mill ;  and  therefore  evidence  showing 
that  plaintiff  had  no  title  to  tiie  land  on  which  the  mill  was  situated,  is  inad- 
missible. 

7.  A  riparian  proprietor  is  entitled  to  nominal  damages  for  a  diversion  of  the 
water  from  his  mill,  without  any  proof  of  actnal  damage. 

8.  The  uniform  and  uninterrupted  diversion  of  water  ftom  a  rannlng  stream 
for  a  period  of  twenty  years,  gives  a  title  by  prescription :  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  water  should  be  used  in  precisely  the  same  manner,  or  applied  in  the 
8ame  way ;  but  no  change  is  allowed  which  would  be  Injurious  to  those  whuee 
interests  are  Involved. 
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Stein  v.  Borden. 
Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Mobile. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Lyman  Gibbons. 

Action  on  the  case  by  John  Burden  against  Albert  Stein, 
to  recoTor  damages  for  defendant's  alleged  diversion  of  the 
water  of  the  Three  Mile  Creek  from  plaintiff's  mill.  On  the 
trial,  the  plaintiff  proved  possession  under  a  claim  of  title  to  a 
tract  of  land  on  each  side  of  the'^creek  opposite  to  each  other  ; 
that  in  1849  he  had  erected  a  mill  on  the  tract  on  the  north 
side  of  the  creek ;  that  the  defendant  had  diverted  the  water 
above  the  point  where  the  mill  was  located ;  that  in  1837  one 
Jacob  Page,  who  then  owned  the  land,  had  built  a  mill  on  the 
same  site.  One  of  the  witnesses  examined  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  to  prove  the  amount  of  the  damage,  ^'  stated  that  he 
had  owned  two  mills,  and  was  well  acquainted  with  them,  and 
that,  in  his  opinion,  plaintiff  was  very  greatly  damaged"  by 
the  diversion  of  the  water.  The  defendant  objected  to  the 
admission  of  this  evidence ;  but  his  objection  was  overruled, 
and  he  excepted. 

^'  The  plaintiff  also  offered  evidence  tending  to  show  that,  at 
divers  times  since  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  his  mill  was 
compelled  to  stop  grinding  for  the  want  of  water,  and  that  this 
was  attributable,  in  part,  to  the  aforesaid  diversion  of  the  water 
by  the  defendant ;  which  evidence  the  defendant  objected  to, 
upon  the  ground  that  it  related  to  matters  and  facts  since  the 
commencement  of  the  suit."  The  objection  was  overruled,  and 
the  defendant  excepted.  "  The  plaintiff  also  offered  evidence 
tending  to  show  that,  at  a  dry  season,  in  a.  very  low  stage  of 
water,  long  since  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  defendant 
then  diverted,  by  the  means  aforesaid,  about  one  third  or  one 
half  of  the  quantity  of  water  then  in  the  creek ;  to  which 
evidence  the  defendant  objected ;  but  his  objection  was  over- 
ruled, and  he  excepted."  The  plaintiff  also  offered  in  evidence 
a  deposition  taken  in  his  behalf  on  the*  7th  June,  1852,  a  portion 
of  which  is  as  follows :  *'  In  consequence  of  the  scarcity  of 
water,  the  wheat  rock  does  not  run  at  all;  the  com  rock,  for 
the  same  reason,  cannot  be  run  more  than  one  third  of  the  time." 
The  defendant  objected  to  this  part  of  the  deposition ;  but  his 
objected  was  overruled,  and  he  excepted. 
The  defendant  claimed  a  right  to  divert  the  water,  uoder  the 
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act  of  December  20,  1820,  incorporating  the  Mobile  Aqueduct 
Company  (Toulmin's  Dig.  798) ;  the  act  of  December  24, 1821, 
(Pamphlet  Acts,  p.  76) ;  the  act  to  incorporate  the  Mobile 
Aqueduct  Company,  approved  December  25, 1837  ;  the  act  of 
January  7,  1841  (Pamphlet  Acts,  1840,  p.  53) ;  and  the  act 
of  December  25, 1841)  (Pamphlet  Acts,  1841,  p.  5) ;  and  also 
under  articles  of  agreement  between  himself  and  the  Mayor 
and  Aldermen  of  Mobile,  making  him  lessee  of  the  City  Water 
Works.  He  also  offered  evidence  tending  to  show,  ^^  that  he 
and  those  under  whom  he  claimed  had  diverted  the  water  of 
said  creek,  in  the  manner  and  to  the  extent  of  his  diversion, 
for  more  than  twenty  years  next  before  the  commencement  of 
this  suit ;  but  that  prescription,  if  any,  did  not  begin  before  the 
year  1828 ;  and  that  such  and  said  diversions  of  said  water, 
during  the  whole  of  said  period,  had  been  open,  notorious,  con- 
tinued, adverse,  and  without  interruption ;  and,  further,  that 
•aid  portion  of  said  water,  during  said  period,  had  been  diverted 
for  the  culinary  and  domestic  purposes  of  the  city,  and  had 
been  so  used  by  said  city  and  its  inhabitants  in  reasonable 
quantity." 

The  defendant  also  proved  that  the  corporation  of  the  city 
of  Mobile  was  the  owner  of  lands  on  said  creek,  above  the  point 
where  plaintifi  'b  mill  was  located ;  and  that  he  owned  lands  on 
said  creek  at  the  point  where  the  water  was  diverted,  adjoining 
the  lands  of  said  corporation.  He  also  offered  to  show  that 
plaintiff  was  not  the  owner  of  the  lands  to  which  he  had  shown 
a  prima  fade  title,  and  on  which  his  mill  was  located,  but  that 
they  belonged  to  the  heirs  of  Joseph  Cbastang,  deceased,  who 
had  commenced  a  suit  against  him  for  their  recovery  ;  but  this 
evidence  was  excluded  by  the  court,  on  plaintiff's  motion,  and 
defendant  excepted. 

The  defendant,  amongst  other  charges,  requested  the  fol- 
lowing: 

1.  That,  if  the  acts  of  the  Legislature,  under  which  defen- 
dant claimed  the  right  to  divert  the  water,  were  wise  sanitary 
regulations,  necessary  for  the  health  and  safety  of  the  city  of 
Mobile ;  and  if  the  defendant,  in  diverting  the  water,  took  to 
die  city,  for  its  use,  only  so  much  as  was  necessary  and  proper 
for  tha  accomplishment  of  that  object,  doing  thereby  no  unna- 
Mtiaiy  daiDi^  to  the  plaintiff,  then  no  recovery  eoald  ba  had, 
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although  plaintiff  had  reeeived  no  oompenaation  for  the  injury 
which  he  had  sastained. 

2.  That  to  render  the  defendant  liable  to  damagea,  he  must 
have  exceeded  the  powers  conferred  by  the  statute  creating  and 
establishing  the  City  Water  Works. 

8.  That  the  statutes  enabling  the  defendant  to  eflbct  a  great 
and  beneficial  public  object,  should  be  liberally  construed  in  his 
faTor ;  and  that,  therefore,  he  was  iSot  liable  for  any  consequent 
tial  damage  resulting  from  the  acts  done  within  the  terms  of  the 
statute  under  which  he  acted. 

4.  That  the  Legislature  having  granted  to  the  Mobile  Aque* 
duct  Company,  in  1820,  the  right  to  use  the  waters  of  the 
Three  Mile  Creek  to  supply  the  city  with  water,  and  the  plain- 
tiff haying  acquired  title  to  his  lands  after  the  grant  of  such 
exclusive  privUeges,  he  was  bound  thereby. 

5.  That  the  acts  under  which  the  defendant  claimed,  eon* 
ferred  on  him  a  right  to  take  the  water  for  the  supply  of  the 
city  of  Mobile. 

6.  That,  if  the  possession  of  the  City  Water  Works  had 
been  with  the  city  authorities,  and  those  claiming  under  them, 
for  twenty  years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action,  a 
grant  of  the  use  of  the  water  must  be  presumed. 

7.  That  by  the  act  of  1820,  and  the  subsequent  legislation  on 
the  subject  of  the  City  Water  Works,  the  defendant  was  au- 
thorised to  take  the  water  from  the  Three  Mile  Creek. 

The  court  refused  all  of  these  charges  except  the  second, 
which  was  given  with  this  qualification :  that  the  statute  refer- 
red to  did  not  authorize  the  commission  of  an  injury  to  any  pri- 
vate individual.    The  court  charged,  in  subltance : 

1.  That  the  possession  of  the  lands  by  the  plaintiff,  under  a 
claim  of  title,  constituted  him  a  riparian  proprietor,  and  gave 
him  the  right  to  maintain  his  action  for  damages  against  any  one 
who  unlawfully  diverted  any  portion  of  the  water  from  the 
creek. 

2.  That  the  several  statutes  on  which  defendant  relied  were 
constitutional,  but  they  did  not  authorize  the  diversion  of  any 
portion  of  the  water  of  said  creek  for  the  purposes  specified  in 
said  acts,  without  making  compensation  therefor  to  the  riparian 
proprietors ;  and  that  if  defendant  diverted  any  portion  of  the 
water,  at  any  point  above  the  lands  of  which  plaintiff  wm  pes* 
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Bessed,  and  took  and  applied  the  same  to  the  culinary  and 
domestic  purposes  of  the  city  of  Mobile,  he  was  liable  for  at 
least  nominal  damages ;  and  if  the  plaintiff  sustained  any  spe- 
cial damage  in  the  operation  of  his  mill,  he  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover to  the  extent  of  the  injury  sustained! 

8«  That  the  fact  that  the  corporation  owned  land  on  the 
creek,  did  not  authorize  the  city  to  bring  into  its  corporate  lim- 
its any  portion  of  the  water,  to  be  therein  consumed  for  culinary 
and  domestic  purposes ;  and  that  the  defendant,  as  the  agent 
of  the  city  or  lessee  of  the  City  Water  Works,  had  no  right  to 
dirert  and  convey  to  the  city  any  portion  of  the  water  for  its 
domestic  use. 

4.  That  the  defendant  cannot  set  up  in  defence  to  this  action 
a  prescriptive  right  to  the  use  of  any  portion  of  the  water  of 
said  creek,  unless  his  adverse  possession  and  enjoyibent  thereof 
had  continued  for  twenty  years  next  before  the  passage  of  the 
statute  of  limitations  of  February  7,  1848. 

5.  That  notwithstanding  the  articles  of  agreement  and  the 
several  statutes  in  evidence,  the  common  law  remedy  of  an  action 
on  the  case  still  remains  to  plaintiff,  and  he  is  entitled  to  maintain 
the  same  against  the  defendant,  for  any  diversion  of  the  water 
for  the  purposes  specified  in  said  acts,  although  a  mode  is  thereby 
provided  for  the  assessment  of  damages. 

The  rulings  of  the  court  upon  the  evidence,  the  charges  given, 
and  the  refusal  to  charge  as  requested,  are  now  assigned  for 
error. 

F.  S.  Blount,  Wm.  M.  Brooks  and  C.  W.  Rapier,  for 
plaintiff  in  error : 

Can  Burden  recover  damages  from  Stein  for  his  diversion  of 
the  water  from  the  Three  Mile  Creek  under  the  authority  gran- 
ted to  him  by  the  Legislature  ?  The  consideration  of  this  ques- 
tion involves  an  inquiry  into  the  rights  of  sovereignty  of  the 
State.  That  the  State  assumed  the  right  of  eminent  domain 
over  the  navigable  rivers  and  water  courses  within  its  limits, 
and  the  right  to  legislate  thereon,  is  manifest  from  the  acts 
passed  on  these  subjects  in  1820.— Toulmin's  Digest,  p.  702  to 
717.  It  is  obvious  from  the  act  of  December  20, 1820,  that 
the  Le^slature  regarded  the  waters  of  the  Three  Mile  Creek 
as  a  part  of  the  public  domain,  because  they  made  no  provis- 
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ion  for  the  riparian  proprietors  who  might  be  injured  by  the 
dirersion  of  the  water  granted  to  the  Aqueduct  Company ;  nor 
does  the  law  provide  for  compensation  to  the  owners  of  lands 
through  which  the  ditch  or  canal  is  to  be  dug.  Running  water, 
independent  of  any  legislation  on  the  subject,  being  of  the  emi- 
nent domain  of  the  State,  the  right  of  it  is  vested  in  the  Leg- 
islature. The  legislative  grant,  without  compensation,  was  the 
exercise  of  sovereignty  over  the  water  running  in  the  creek. 
The  soil  was  in  the  owner  of  the  freehold.  He  has  no  property 
in  the  water  itself,  but  a  simple  usufruct  while  it  passes  iJong. 
8  Kent's  Com.  489.  This  being  the  property  of  the  public  in 
common  for  the  use  of  all,  the  State,  by  virtue  of  its  sovereignty, 
may  dispose  of  the  use  for  public  purposes,  without  interfering 
wifli  the  title  to  the  soil.  This  is  emphatically  a  health  law, 
and  is  so  declared  in  its  preamble.  The  principle  is  based  on 
the  maxim,  ^^  Solus  populi  suprema  est  lex  :"  it  is  applied  to 
cases  where  the  rights  of  the  community  require  that  absolute 
rights  of  individuals  should  be  sacrificed,  without  compensation, 
if  necessary  to  the  end  to  be  obtained.  The  abatement  of  pub- 
lic nuisances, — the  destruction  of  private  buildings  to  stop  the 
ravages  of  fire,— quarantine  laws,  and  others  of  a  similar  nature, 
all  may  be  referred  to  this  class  ;  in  all  such  cases,  private 
property  is  taken  without  compensation,  nor  would  a  claim  for 
compensation  be  entertained  by  the  courts. — 5  Howard's  U.  S. 
R.  5C8,  559.  The  principle  is  sustained  upon  the  well  known 
doctrine,  derivable  from  the  maxim  above  quoted,  that,  in  enter- 
ing into  social  government,  each  individual  tacitly  consents  to 
be  deprived  of  a  portion  of  his  absolute  rights,  whenever  neces- 
sary to  the  security,  happiness,  welfare  and  prosperity  of  the 
mass.  ^^  A  familar  instance  of  the  exercise  of  this  power," 
says  Ruffin,  C.  J.,  ^^  is  the  levying  of  revenue,  by  taking  from 
the  citizen,  from  time  to  time,  such  portion  of  his  property  as 
may  be  requisite  to  conduct  the  government." — Railroad  Co.  v. 
Davis,  2  Dev.  &  Bat.  456.  '^  It  is  by  virtue  of  this  power  a 
State  legislates ;  and  its  authority  to  make  regulations  of  com- 
merce, is  as  absolute  as  its  power  to  pass  health  laws,  except  in 
so  far  as  it  has  been  restricted  by  the  constitution." — C.  J. 
Taney,  in  5  Howard's  U.  S.  R.  582, 588. 

Is  Mr.  Stein  liable  for  damages  while  acting  under  the  author- 
ity of  a  law  intended  for  the  preservation  of  the  public  healtfai 
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and  not  exceeding  the  powers  conferred  on  him  1  In  no  case  can 
a  person  be  liable  to  an  action  as  for  a  tort,  for  an  act  which  he 
is  authorised  by  law  to  do. — Callender  v.  Marsh,  1  Pick.  484. 
*^  This  not  being  a  direct  invasion  of  private  property,  but 
remote  and  consequential  merely,  and  arising  from  a  public  im- 
proTement,  the  injury  is  one  to  which  individuals  must  submit, 
as  the  price  of  the  social  compact ;  and  in  the  eye  of  the  law 
the  injury  is  damnum  absque  in/urto.  "-^-Lansing  v.  Smith,  8 
Cowen  146.  In  the  case  of  Meredith  v.  Plate  Glass  Co.,  4 
Term  R.  794,  Lord  Kenyon  says :  ^^  If  this  action  could  be 
maintained,  every  turnpike  act,  paving  act,  and  navigation  act, 
would  give  rise  to  an  infinity  of  actions.  If  the  Legislature 
think  it  necessary,  as  they  do  in  many  cases,  they  enable  the 
commissioners  to  award  satisfaction  to  the  individuals  who  hap* 
pen  to  suffer  ;  but  if  there  be  no  such  power,  the  parties  are 
without  remedy,  provided  the  commissioners  do  not  exceed  their 
jurisdiction."  See,  also,  on  this  point,  Boulton  v.  Crowther« 
9  E.  C.  L.  R.  227 ;  Hollister  v.  The  Union  Canal  Co.,  9  Conn. 
486 ;  7  Johns.  Ch.  844 ;  11  Mass.  865 ;  4  Wend.  648. 

If  necessary  to  sustain  the  validity  of  the  act  incorporating 
the  Aqueduct  Company,  and  withholding  compensation  to  par- 
ties supposing  themselves  aggrieved  by  the  taking  of  private 
property  for  public  uses,  it  may  be  fully  sustained  by  referring 
it  to  the  power,  inherent  in  State  sovereignty,  to  make  police 
laws.  The  definition  of  this  power  is  iurnished  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of  New  York  v.  Miln, 
11  Peters  104. 

The  act  is  not  unconstitutional  for  want  ot  a  provision  making 
compensation  for  private  property  taken  for  public  uses.  This 
was  not  private  property  at  the  date  of  the  act :  the  United 
States  were  the  owners  of  all  the  lands  below  the  water  works 
on  the  creek,  including  Burden's,  at  the  time  of  the  grant  to  the 
Aqueduct  Company.  If  the  grant  was  in  derogation  of  their 
rights,  our  constitution  does  not  provide  compensation :  its  pro- 
vision is  limited  to  persons,  not  sovereignties. — Const.  Ala. 
Art.  I,  §  13.  Like  all  the  restrictions  laid  on  the  exercise  of 
sovereign  authority,  it  was  intended  for  the  security  of  the  citi- 
zen. The  purchaser  from  the  United  States  acquired  the  same 
rights  that  the  United  States  had ;  and  this  court  has  defined 
than  to  be  no  other  or  greater  than  when  the  grant  is  to  an 
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individual. — Hendricks  v.  Johnston,  6  Peters.  There  being 
no  constitutional  restriction  in  favor  of  the  United  States, 
against  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain  by  the 
State,  in  appropriating  the  waters  of  the  Three  Mile  Creek 
without  compensation,  the  defendant  in  error  cannot  claim  such 
compensation. 

The  authority  to  divert  this  water  was  granted  in  1820  ;  and 
conceding  that  Burden's  vendor  obtained  his  title  in  1829,  and 
conveyed  the  same  to  him  in  1849,  yet,  previous  to  that  time, 
the  title  was  in  the  United  States,  and  there  were  no  private 
rights  in  existence  to  be  violated.  At  all  events,  there  is  no 
evidence  that^any  parties,  claiming  an  interest  in  the  waters  of 
the  creek,  have  for  thirty !^years  made  any  claim  for  compen- 
sation. 

The  bill  of  exception8][shows,  that  the  defendant  proved  on 
the  trial,  that  for  more  thanj^twenty  years  next  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  8uit,f(but  that  prescription,  if  any,  did  not 
be^  before  the  year  1828,)  and  that  said  and  such  diversions 
of  said  water  had,'during  the  whole  of  said  period,  ^^  been  open, 
notorious,  continued,  adverse,  and  without  interruption."  And 
upon  this  testimony  the  court  charged,  ^^  that  the  defendant 
cannot  successfully  set  up,  in  defence  of  this  action,  a  prescrip- 
tive right  to  the  use  of  any  pari  of  the  waters  of  said  creek, 
unless  his  adverse  possession  and  enjoyment  thereof  had  con- 
tinued for  twenty  years  next  before  the  passage  of  our  statute 
of  limitations  of  February  7,  1843*"  The  presumption  of  an 
easement  or  private  right,  after  the  expiration  of  twenty  years, 
is  merely  in  analogy  to  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  not  by 
virtue  of  it :  it  is  wholly  independent  of  statutory  enactment ; 
it  only  arises  in  the  absence  of  opposing  testimony.  In  this 
case,  it  is  not  within  the  limits  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  and 
is  wholly  unaffected  by  the  period  of  their  enactmcr  t  or  repeal. 
Ricard  v.  Williams,  7  Wheaton  51> ;  2  Phil.  Ev.,  C.  &  H. 
Notes,  380  to  384. 

The  case  cannot  be  considered  as  presenting  a  question  as  to 
the  taking  of  "  any  person's  property,"  at  the  date  of  the 
grant  of  the  franchise ;  and,  if  so,  no  title  subsequently  ob- 
tained can  affect  the  grant  or  contract  thou  made  :  rights 
acquired  after  the  grant  are  taken  in  reference  and  subjection 
thereto.  Tb^  lapse  of  thirty  years  from  the  date  of  the  grant, 
10 
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without  question  or  interruption,  presupposes  that  there  were  no 
persons  to  claim  compensation,  or,  if  there  were,  creates  the 
presumption  of  abandonment ;  in  either  case,  the  right  has 
become  perfect. 

Conceding,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  that  the  defendant 
was  a  riparian  proprietor  at  the  date  of  the  grant,  the  question 
would  arise  under  the  act  of  1820,  Is  this  a  taking  of  private 
property*?  The  word  "taking,"  as  used  in  the  constitution, 
means  taking  altogether,  not  consequential  injury  to  it,  which  is 
no  taking  at  all.  For  compensation  for  the  latter,  the  citizen 
must  depend  on  the  forecast  and  justice  of  the  Legislature. — 
Commonwealth  v.  Fisher  et  al.,1  Penn's  Pa.  R.  467  ;  1  Watts 
&  S.  846  ;  7  Barr  348;  7  Cowen  849;  ib.  685 ;  ib.  604 ;  9 
Conn.  486. 

Conceding,  further,  that  Burden  is  entitled  to  compensation, 
he  must  resort  to  the  mode  prescribed  in  the  statute  for  obtain- 
ing it.— 12  Mass.  466 ;  11  ih.  364 ;  5  Cushing  587 ;  2  D.  & 
E.  484;  2  Porter  296. 

But  if  the  act  is  held  unconstitutional,  yet  the  evidence  shows 
a  perfect  title  by  prescription. — 3  Kent's  Com.  541  to  548  ;  2 
Phil.  Ev.  880 ;  4  Mason  397. 

Every  riparian  proprietor  is  entitled  to  the  reasonable  use  of 
the  water  for  culinary  and  domestic  purposes;  and  if  one  is 
thereby  injured,  no  action  lies :  he  is  without  remedy. — 8  Mass. 
185  ;  3  Pick.  271 ;  12  Wend.  882  ;  15  Johns.  218.  The  city 
of  Mobile,  being  a  riparian  proprietor,  is  entitled  to  the  same 
use  of  the  water  as  any  other  proprietor ;  and  Stein,  being  the 
lessee  of  the  city,  succeeds  to  all  its  rights  and  privileges.  It  is 
not  necessary  that  the  proprietor  should  occupy  his  lands  on  the 
bank  of  the  stream :  he  may  reside  one  hundred  yards  or  eight 
miles  distant,  as  he  chooses,  and  use  the  water  by  means  of 
aqueducts. 

Burden  did  not  show  sufficient  title  to  maintain  his  action : 
no  one  but  a  proprietor  can  maintain  an  action  for  diverting  the 
water  from  a  creek  ;  and  a  proprietor  is  one  who  has  the  ^^  do- 
minion of  a  thing,  and  the  right  to  enjoy  and  do  with  it  as  he 
pleases,  even  to  spoil  or  destroy  it." — Bouv.  Law  Diet.  212. 

The  court  below  erred  in  permitting  a  witness  to  testify  that, 
"  in  his  opinion,  the  plaintiff  was  very  greatly  damaged :"  bt 
should  have  stated  the  facts  on  which  his  opmion  was  founded. 
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P.  &  M.  Bank  v.  Borland,  5  Ala.  531 ;  M.  &  W.  P.  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Vamer,  19  Ala.  185. 

The  evidence  of  the  condition  of  the  stream,  and  of  the  inju- 
ry done  to  the  mill,  after  the  suit  wasbrought,  was  inadmissible ; 
it  did  not  throw  any  light  on  the  condition  of  affairs  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  and  could  only  tend  to  mislead  the 
jury ;  especially  so,  when  the  fact  is  borne  in  mind,  that  the 
stages  of  water  in  the  creek  were  different  at  different  times, 
according  as  the  season  was  wet  or  dry. 

P.  Phillips,  contra : 

Burden's  title  to  the  locus  in  quo  was  derived  from  an  ancient 
Spanish  grant,  which  was  confirmed  by  act  of  Congress  in 
1829,  and  a  patent  certificate  issued  thereon  to  ^^  the  heirs  of 
Joseph  Chastang,"  Victor  Gannard,  who  had  intermarried 
with  one  of  Chastang's  heirs,  joined  his  wife  in  a  conveyance  of 
the  land  to  Owen  &  Lipscomb,  in  1834,  who  conveyed  to  Jacob 
Page  on  the  Ist  April,  1835.  Page-  executed  a  mortgage  to 
the  Bank  in  1837,  under  which  a  decree  of  foreclosure  was 
obtained ;  and  at  the  sale  Burden  became  the  purchaser,  and 
received  the  master's  deed,  on  the  8th  March,  1849.  The  title 
to  the  land  on  the  south  side  of  the  creek  Burden  derived  from 
a  patent  direct  to  him  in  1847*  The  evidence  showed  that  pos- 
session had  accompanied  the  conveyances  referred  to,  and  was 
held  in  conformity  therewith ;  that  Page,  while  the  owner,  some 
time  in  1887,  had  erected  a  mill  on  the  present  site,  which  Bur- 
den had  torn  down  after  his  purchase,  and  buit  a  new  one 
in  July,  1849.  No  attempt  has  been  made  to  question  this 
title,  and  but  a  very  feeble  effort  to  show  that  Burden  is  not 
fully  authorized  to  represent  it. 

Under  this  state  of  facts,  what  are  Burden's  rights  as  a  ripa- 
rian proprietor?  It  is  well  settled,  that  each  proprietor, 
bounded  by  a  water  course  not  navigable,  has  a  right  to  the  use 
of  the  water  in  its  natural  flow ;  each  may  retain  it,  as  it  passes 
through  his  lands,  but  cannot  divert  it.  This  right  is  corporeal, 
— is  an  incident  to  the  land,  and  passes  with  it  as  a  part  of 
the  inheritance. — Hendricks  v.  Johnson,  6  Porter  497;  10  Barb. 
518  ;  Clay's  Digest  595.  The  proprietor  is  entitled  to  the  whole 
momentum  of  the  fall ;  any  diversion  of  the  water,  however 
small,  abstracts  a  portion  of  his  rights  ;  and  for  this  he  may 
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maintain  an  action,  without  proving  any  special  or  appreciable 
damage. — Parker  v.  Griswold,  17  Conn.  288 ;  7  Watts  &  Serg. 
9 ;  Blanchard  v.  Baker,  8  Oreenl.  253. 

It  is  not  denied  that  Stein  diverts  a  large  quantity  of  water, 
w;hich  would  otherwise  flow  to  the  plaintiff's  mill ;  and  the  next 
inquiry,  therefore,  is,  whether  he  has  showQ  any  justification 
of  an  act,  which,  under  the  ordinary  rules,  would  constitute  him 
a  trespasser.  To  simplify  the  case,  it  may  be  admitted  that  he 
occupies  the  same  position  as  the  original  corporators  of  the 
Mobile  Aqueduct  Company.  The  act  of  incorporation  (Toul 
mm's  Digest,  page  798)  nowhere  purports  to  grant  the  water, 
or  the  right  to  use  the  water.  The  water  privilege  is  frequently 
the  most  valuable  portion  of  a  riparian  possession ;  and  if  it 
were  admitted  that  th^  State  had  the  right,  in  the  exercise  of 
its  sovereign  power,  to  take  it  from  the  owner,  and  transfer  it 
to  another,  without  compensation,  the  court  would  not  act  upon 
slight  implications  and  ingenious  constructions,  but  would  require 
clear  and  positive  words  to  that  effect. — Broom's  Leg.  Max.  4; 
12  Mees.  &  W.  540.  There  is,  however,  no  ground  upon 
which  to  predicate  such  a  construction  of  the  act  upon  impli- 
cation. The  expression  ^^  authorized  and  empowered"  confers, 
and  was  intended  to  confer,  no  other  right  than  to  do  the  act  in 
a  corporate  capacity ;  this  corporate  right  was  petitioned  for, 
and  was  granted.  In  the  frequent  acts  incorporating  railroad 
companies  such  a  right  is  usually  granted ;  the  company  is 
authorised  and  empowered  to  construct  a  road  from  one  point 
to  another ;  but  this  does  not  convey  a  right  to  the  land  over 
which  the  road  passes.  So,  in  this  case,  the  right  to  convey  did 
not  carry  with  it  a  right  to  the  thing  conveyed.  Having  granted 
to  the  company,  in  its^corporate  capacity,  the  right  to  conduct 
the  water  to  the  city  for  forty  years,  it  was  left  to  make  its 
own  terms  for  the  purchase  of  the  water.  If  the  Legislature 
intended  to  take  away  so  valuable  a  right  as  this,  it  is  but  jus- 
tice to  them  to  presume  that  they  would  have  provided  some 
compensati<Hi ;  and  the  second  section  of  the  act,  requiring 
compensation  to  be  made  to  the  owners  of  the  land  through 
which  the  canal  passes,  shows  that  they  are  not  unmindful  of 
private  rights.  The  fact,  too,  that  the  act  of  1841  provides  a 
mode  by  which  damages  might  be  assessed  for  Stein's  diversion 
of  the  water,  (an  act  whoUy  inconsistent  with  the  idea  that  the 
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right  to  the  water  had  been  granted  without  compensation  by 
the  previous  act,)  is  an  additional  argument  in  fayor  of  this 
construction. 

The  second  section  of  the  act  of  1820  contains  this  stipula* 
tion :  ^^providedj  that  the  corporation  shall,  before  the  expira« 
tion  of  three  years  from  the  passage  of  the  act,  cause  the  said 
water  to  be  conducted  into  the  said  city,"  &c.  If,  then,  the 
act  was  a  grant  of  the  water,  this  proviso  expresses  a  condition, 
the  performance  of  which  could  alone  entitle  the  corporators  to 
the  rights  and  privileges  of  their  charter. — Crabb  on  Real 
Property,  p.  801,  §  2140  a  j  Dyer  311 ;  21  Ala.  R.  88.  The 
defendant  admits  that  this  condition  has  not  been  complied  with, 
yet  insists  that  no  one  but  the  State  can  take  advantage  of  it. 
But  the  condition  is  clearly  precedent ;  and  not  having  been 
perfoimcd,  no  corporate  right  ever  vested  in  the  company,  and 
it  has  no  standing  in  court  to  enforce  such  right. 

If,  however,  the  act  could  be  construed  as  granting  the  right 
to  this  water,  without  compensation,  for  great  public  benefit,  it 
would  be  unconstitutional  and  void,  and  would  afibrd  no  protec- 
tion to  the  defendant  against  this  action.  Our  bill  of  rights 
declares,  that  '^  property  shall  not  be  taken  or  applied  to  public 
use,  unless  just  compensation  be  made  therefor." — Const.  Ala. 
Art.  I,  §  18 ;  Code  Napoleon,  Art.  545 ;  2  S.  &  P.  217  ;  2 
Johns.  Ch.  162  ;  Lyon  v.  Jerome,  26  Wend,  493  ;  Bloodgood 
v.  Railroad  Co.,  18  Wend.  75 ;  Smith  v.  Holmes,  7  Barb. 
426 ;  Thatcher  v.  Dartmouth,  18  Pick.  503 ;  Baker  v.  Boston, 
12  Pick.  94 ;  Perry  v.  Wilson,  7  Mass.  365.  And  Chancellor 
Kent  says,  the  better  opinion  is,  that  the  ofier  of  compensation 
must  precede  or  be  concurrent  with  the  seizure  and  entry  upon 
piivate  property  under  authority  of  the  State. — Kent's  Com., 
2  vol.,  p.  339. 

It  is  again  contended,  that  Burden's  right  commenced  only 
with  his  purchase  in  1849,  or,  at  most,  related  back  to  the 
date  of  Page's  mortgage  and  purchase  in  1887 ;  and  that,  as 
the  right  to  grant  the  water  was  exercised  by  the  State  prior 
to  that  time,  he  purchased  cum  onercy  and  is  not  in  a  situation 
to  complain.  This  is  not  true;  Burden  holds  all  the  right 
which  was  vested  in  Chastang's  heirs  under  the  Spanish  grant 
in  1794.  That  this  was  not  confirmed  by  Congress  until  1829, 
is  of  no  consequence  to  the  argument ,  as  between  the  holders  of 
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the  title  and  the  United  States,  it  may  have  been  treated  as  an 
imperfect  or  inchoate  title ;  but  as  between  them  and  any  other 
persons,  the  title  was  perfect,  and  coald  not  be  invaded.  The 
United  States  was  owner  of  the  vacant  lands  in  this  Territory, 
and  this  ownership  was  confirmed  by  an  ordinance  irrevocable 
at  the  adoption  of  the  State  constitution.  In  the  the  acquisi- 
tion of  that  portion  of  the  Territory  south  of  latitude  31*,  the 
Government  became  bound  to  perfect  such  titles  as  had  a  boiuz 
fide  incipiency  under  the  preceding  dominion  ;  and  when  such 
action  takes  place,  the  title  by  relation  is  made  perfect  ab  initio. 
But  suppose  that  the  title  to  the  loctis  in  quo  had  vested  exclu- 
sively in  the  United  States  when  the  act  of  1820  was  passed. 
It  would  then  hold  this  proprietary  interest  in  the  same  manner 
that  an  individual  holds  similar  property.  It  exercised  no 
political  jurisdiction  in  virtue  of  the  possession,  nor  any  govern- 
mental junctions  ;  these  belonged  to  the  State  exclusively,  while 
the  lands  themselves,  with  all  the  rights  of  property  attached, 
belonged  to  the  United  States.  The  defendant,  therefore,  gains 
nothing,  if  he  succeeds  in  showing  that  the  lands  belonged  to  the 
United  States  when  the  State  made  the  alleged  grant.  The 
State  cannot  be  justified  in  seizing  on  the  running  water  of  a 
stream,  (which  is  regarded  as  part  and  parcel  of  the  freehold,) 
whether  it  belongs  to  the  United  States  or  to  an  individual ; 
the  State  can  pass  no  act  the  efiect  of  which  would  be  to 
deteriorate  the  value  of  the  public  lands.— Bullock  v.  Wilson,  2 
Porter  250.  The  right  of  "  eminent  domain"  can  only  be 
exercised  by  the  State  upon  making  just  compensation ;  and  this 
right  of  the  State  is  not  enlarged  by  the  peculiar  character  of 
the  subject  now  in  controversy.  In  this  country,  small  streams 
which  are  not  beatable,  that  is,  cannot,  in  their  natural  state,  be 
used  for  the  carriage  of  boats,  rafts  and  other  property,  are 
wholly  and  absolutely  private,  not  subject  to  the  public  interest. 
— See  the  authorities  cited  in  Angell  on  Water  Courses,  §  539. 
Nor  can  the  Legislature,  by  an  act,  declare  a  river  to  be  nav- 
igable which  is  not  so,  and  thus  deprive  the  riparian  proprietors 
of  their  right  to  use  the  water  for  hydraulic  and  other  purposes, 
without  making  compensation. — Walker  v.  Board,  16  Ohio  540; 
Angell  on  W.  C,  ^  541 ;  6  Shep.  R.  438  ;  17  Johns.  213. 

Failing  to  justify  under  the  statute,  the  defendant  sets  up  a 
title  by  prescription ;    but  the  facts  shown  by  the  record  fail  to 
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make  oat  such  a  title.    I.  To  constitute  a  title  by  prescription, 
there  must  have  been  an  adverse  enjoyment  or  user,  for  the 
length  of  time  limited  by  the  statute  of  limitations  for  the  right 
of  entry  on  lands.     The  right  to  the  use  of  flowing  water  is  not 
founded  in  mere  user,  but  is  inherent  in  the  land. — Campbell 
V.  Smith,  3  Halst.  139  ;  4  Rand.  64  ;  3  Phil.  Ev.,  C,  &  H. 
Notes,  381;  Angell  §§  134,  308.     11.  The  user  must  be  uui- 
form.     To  take  water  for  a  period  from  one  point  of  a  creek, 
through  a  pipe  of  three  inch  diameter,  does  not  justify  a  taking 
at  a  different  point,  through  an  eight  inch  pipe  ;  nor  can  these 
bo  connected  so  as  to  make  out  the  term  required  by  the  statute. 
—Arnold  v.  Foote,  12  Wend.  332;  13  Metcalf  429;  3  Phil. 
£v.  382.     III.  Prescription  cannot  be  set  up  against  the  United 
States,  nor  against  its  grantee  until  the  legal  title  was  vested  in 
him.— Kennedy  v.   Townsley,  16  Ala.  R.  249.     The  bill  of 
exceptions  shows,  that  it  was  proved  that  Stein  first  took  the 
water  from  the  present  point  of  the  creek  in  1841-2,  and  that 
^'  the  old  Aqueduct  Company  commenced  their  operations  sub- 
sequent" to  1828,  and  drew  the  water  from  a  savanna  on  the 
north  side  of  the  creek.    As  the  suit  was  commenced  in  1850, 
the  evidence  afforded  no  ground  to  sustain  a  title  by  prescription; 
and  if  the  charge  of  the  court  on  this  point  was  erroneous,  this 
court  would  not  reverse  thejudgment,  the  charge  being  abstract. 

The  defendant  further  insists,  that,  having  acted  under  the 
sanction  of  the  act,  he  cannot  now  be  considered  a  trespasser, 
even  if  the  act  is  pronounced  unconstitutional.  This  doctrine 
is  admitted  to  be  true  in  cases  of  consequential  damage,  but 
not  where  it  is  direct. — 1  Pick.  434  ;  8  Cowen  146. 

Again ;  it  is  said  that  resort  must  be  had  to  the  mode  of 
compensation  pointed  out  in  the  act  of  1841,  and  that  a  common 
law  action  does  not  lie.  The  act  of  1841  authorizes  Stein  ^^  to 
apply  for  a  writ  of  ad  quod  damnum j^^  but  does  not  provide  a 
remedy  for  the  persons  suffering  the  damage ;  it  seems  to  have 
been  intended  for  Stein's  convenience  only.  Being  in  deroga- 
tion of  the  common  law,  the  act  must  be  strictly  construed. 
Even  where  an  act  points  out  a  remedy,  this  does  not  repeal  the 
common  law  remedy,  unless  the  construction  shows  that  to  have 
been  the  intention.  But  the  remedy  which  Burden  has  pur- 
sued is  specially  conferred  by  an  act  passed  in  December, 
1820|  (a  few  days  prior  to  the  act  incorporatifig  the  Aqueduct 
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Company,)  which  gives  an  action  against  any  person  who 
obstructs  or  diverts  any  stream  of  water  from  its  natural  chan- 
nel, in  favor  of  the  person  thereby  injured. 

The  opinion  of  the  witness,  "  that  plaintiff  was  greatly 
damaged,'^  was  competent  evidence.  He  gave  facts  upon  which 
this  opinion  was  founded,  and  was  himself  a  mill-owner,  and  well 
versed  in  such  matters.— 18  Metcalf  201 ;  1  Green.  Ev.,  p. 
488,  §  440.  So,  too,  the  evidence  as  to  the  quantity  of  water 
which  flowed  in  the  creek,  and  its  sufficiency  for  the  working  of 
plaintiff's  mill,  though  stated  by  some  of  the  witnesses  from  an 
inspection  made  subsequent  to  the  bringing  of  the  suit,  was  com- 
petent ;  they  referred  to  natural  objects,  and  to  causes  and 
effects  which  are  unchanging. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— The  plaintiff  in  error,  Stein,  is  the 
lessee  of  the  City  Water  Works  of  Mobile,  and  deduces  his 
right  to  divert  the  water  of  the  Three  Mile  Creek,  from  the 
act  of  the  Legislature  of  20th  December,  1820,  (Toulmin's 
Digest  793,)  the  preamble  to  which  recites,  that  it  had  been 
represented  that  it  would  be  advantageous  to  the  health  and 
commerce  of  Mobile,  to  be  supplied  with  water  from  some  of 
the  running  streams  in  its  vicinity,  and  that  certain  persons  had 
agreed  to  associate  themselves  together  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
ducting a  supply  of  water  from  the  Three  Mile  Creek. 

The  first  section  incorporates  these  persons  and  their  assigns, 
and  confers  upon  the  company  the  usual  powers  incident  to  cor- 
porations. 

The  second  section  gives  the  company  authority  to  cut  a 
canal,  to  contain  the  logs  which  were  to  serve  as  conduits  for 
the  water,  and  to  enter  upon  the  lands  through  which  the  canal 
passed,  for  the  purposes  of  construction  and  repair;  and  provides 
compensation  to  the  owners  of  such  lands  for  the  injuries 
which  they  might  sustain. 

The  third  section  gives  to  the  company  the  exclusive  right  of 
conducting  the  water  to  the  city,  for  a  term  of  years,  on  certain 
conditions,  one  of  which  is,  that  the  canal  shall  not  be  carried 
through  any  person's  land  without  the  consent  of  the  owner. 

The  other  sections  regulate  the  water  rates  to  be  charged  by 
the  company,  and  prescribe  penalties  for  injuring  the  logs  in 
which  the  water  is  conveyed,  cutting  the  hydrants,  obstruct- 
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ing  the  creek  above  tbc  water  works,  and  using  the  water  in  the 
city  without  paying  for  it. 

By  the  act  of  1841,  all  the  rights,  privileges  and  immunities 
granted  under  the  act  of  1820,  are  vested  in  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  (Pamphlet  Laws  1841,  p.  52,)  and  by  the  act  of  1841  he 
is  authorized  to  sue  out  writs  of  ad  quod  damnum^  to  ascertain 
what  damages  may  be  sustained  by  the  proprietors  of  lands  on 
the  Three  Mile  Creek,  in  consequence  of  the  withdrawal  of  the 
water  or  otherwise.—Pamp.  Acts  1841,  p.  6. 

The  first  and  most  material  question  involved  in  this  case,  is, 
whether  the  act  of  1820  confers  upon  the  company  any  right  to 
the  use  of  the  water  in  the  creek.  It  does  not  give  this  right 
in  express  terms,  and,  if  it  exists  at  all,  it  can  only  be  by  impli- 
cation. One  of  the  probable  consequences  of  using  the  water 
for  the  supply  of  a  corporation  like  the  City  of  Mobile,  would 
be  to  impair  the  rights  of  the  riparian  owners  below  the  point 
where  the  water  was  diverted,  and,  in  a  gi  eater  or  less  degree, 
to  dimini^  the  value  of  their  property.  A  just  respect  for 
private  rights  demands  that  legislative  grants  should  not  be  so 
construed  as  to  affect  individual  property,  unless  the  construc- 
tion can  be  sustained  upon  the  express  words  of  the  act,  or  is 
clearly  deducible  from  it.  It  would  hardly,  we  apprdiend,  be 
contended,  that  a  statute  incorporating  a  company  for  the  pur- 
pose of  erecting  a  public  hospital,  upon  lands  belonging  either 
to  the  General  Government  or  an  individual,  would  have  the 
effect  of  passing  the  title  of  the  land  to  the  corporation ;  or,  M 
m  the  case  put  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error,  that 
the  right  to  construct  a  railroad  between  two  points,  would  give 
the  right  of  way,  any  more  than  it  would  the  right  to  use  the 
materials  for  its  construction  found  along  the  route.  So,  if  the 
Legislature  should  authorize  a  public  improvement  by  means  of 
a  canal,  and  the  construction  of  the  work  would  destroy  or 
impair  the  value  of  private  property,  without  aflbrding  the 
means  of  indemnification,  the  owner  of  the  property  destroyed 
or  injured  would  have  his  action  at  law  against  those  who 
caused  the  damage. — Stevens  v.  Proprietors  of  Middlesex 
Canal,  12  Mass.  466.  In  the  present  case,  there  is  nothing  in 
the  statutoTrom  which  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  give  the 
use  of  the  water  can  legitimately  be  inferred;  and  the  care 
with  which  they  have  guarded  the  rights  of  others,  in  requiring 
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the  consent  of  the  owners  of  the  land  through  which  the  canal 
passed  to  be  given,  and  providing  compensation  for  the  injury 
which  they  might  sustain,  is,  at  least,  persuasive  to  show  that 
the  Legislature  intended  to  grant  no  right  which  might  be  det- 
rimental to  others.  The  right  to  the  use  of  the  water  intended  to  be 
used  by  the  company,  under  certain  conditions  and  limitations 
belonged  to  the  owners  of  the  land  through  which  it  run.  It  is 
this  right  which  is  frequently  the  most  valuable  portion  of  the 
freehold,  and  is,  in  some  senses,  as  much  identified  with  it,  as 
the  soil  of  which  it  is  composed.  With  the  provisions  intended 
for  the  protection  of  property  which  are  found  in  the  statute, 
in  the  absence  of  any  express  provision  conferring  the  right,  or 
any  one  from  which  it  can  fairly  be  deduced,  we  must  hold  that 
the  act  of  1820  conferred  no  authority  to  divert  the  water. 

The  act  of  1841  (Acts  1841,  p.  5)  recognizes  the  right  of  the 
riparian  proprietors  to  compensation  for  any  injury  they  may 
sustain  by  the  diversion  of  the  water,  and  authorizes  Stein  to 
sue  out  a  writ  of  ad  quod  damnum,  to  ascertain  the  damages  ; 
but  it  confers  this  remedy  upon  him  alone,  and,  if  he  does  not 
pursue  it,  the  proprietors  are  not  deprived  of  their  common-law 
action,  which  is,  indeed,  the  only  course  they  could  pursue,  on 
the  failure  of  Stein  to  proceed  in  the  mode  provided  for  by  the 
statute. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  that  the  fact  that  the  City  of  Mobile 
owned  land  on  the  creek,  upon  the  point  where  the  mill  of  the 
defendant  in  error  was  located,  gave  to  that  corporation  the  right 
to  the  use  of  the  water  in  sufficient  quantities  to  supply  the 
domestic  purposes  of  its  inhabitants.  That  a  riparian  proprie- 
tor has  the  right  to  consume  even  the  whole  of  the  water  of  a 
stream,  if  absolutely  necessary  for  the  wants  of  himself  and 
family,  has  received  the  sanction  of  judicial  decision,  (Evans 
v.  Merriweather,  3  Scam.  496;  Arnold  v.  Foot,  12  Wend-  830;) 
but  if  this  doctrine  be  correct,  it  can  have  no  application  in  the 
present  instance,  because  it  rests  upon  reasons  which  are 
wholly  inapplicable  to  corporations,  which  are  artificial  bodies, 
and  can  have  no  natural  wants.  There  are,  however,  other 
considerations  which  would  forbid  the  extension  of  this  rule  to 
the  case  before  us.  The  City  of  Mobile  is  not  located  upon  the 
creek: — it  is  from  three  to  five  miles  distant.  To  hold  that  a 
manioipal  corporation  can,  from  the  mere  fact  of  owning  \%vA 
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apon  a  water  course,  acquire  the  right  to  divert  the  water  in 
sufficient  quantities  to  supply  the  domestic  wants  of  its  inhab* 
itants,  residing  at  a  distance  of  from  three  to  five  miles,  to  the 
injury  of  the  other  proprietors,  would  be  unreasonable  in  itself, 
and  unjust  to  those  who  have  an  equal  right  to  participate  in 
the  benefits  of  the  stream. 

On  the  trial,  one  of  the  witnesses  for  the  plaintiff  stated, 
that  he  had  ^^owned  two  mills,  and  was  well  acquainted  with 
them,''  and  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  damage  sustained  by  the 
plaintiff  from  the  diversion  of  the  water  was  very  great.  This 
evidence  should  not  have  been  admitted.  The  damage  which 
the  party  had  sustained  depended  upon  the  quantity  of  water 
diverted  by  the  defendant,  and  whether  its  diversion  would 
materially  diminish  the  quantity  necessary  for  the  mill  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  fact  that  the  witness  was  well  acquainted  with 
the  mill  business,  would  not  inform  him  of  the  size  of  the 
creek,  its  supply  of  water,  or  the  amount  diverted.  He,  there- 
fore, did  not  stand  in  a  situation  which  would  authorize  him  to 
give  his  opinion,  as  to  a  result  which  necessarily  involved  these 
questions.  The  objection  to  this  testimony  should  have  been 
sustained. 

In  relation  to  the  evidence  showing  the  effect  of  the  diversion 
of  the  water,  upon  the  mill  of  the  plaintiff,  we  do  not  think  the 
court  erred.  We  concede  that,  in  this  action,  no  recovery 
could  be  had  for  damages  which  had  accrued  subsequent  to  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  as  those  damages  would  properly 
form  the  ground  of  a  new  action,  and,  therefore,  could  only  be 
recovered  in  that  mode.— Robinson  v.  Bland,  2  Burr.  1077, 1086; 
Langford  v.  Owsley,  2  Bibb  215;  Hoop.  286;  Blunt  v.  McCormick, 
3  Denio  283.  But  we  do  not  find  from  the  record  that  this  evi- 
dence was  offered  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  damages 
since  the  bringing  of  the  action,  but  simply  the  effect  at  that 
time  of  the  diversion  of  the  water,  with  the  view  of  affording 
information  to  the  jury  of  the  consequences  of  the  diversion, 
under  similar  circumstances,  before  the  suit;  and  in  this  aspect 
it  was  properly  admissible. 

The  evidence  offered,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  below,  to 
show  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  title  to  the  land  on  which  his  mill 
was  located,  was  properly  rejected.  A  lessee  at  will,  (2  Roll. 
Abr.  661;  Sid.  147,)  and  a  tenant  at  sufferance,  {lb.}  18  Co.  69; 
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1  East  245,  n.  a,)  may  maintain  an  action  of  trespass  to  roal 
property ;  and  the  rales  which  govern  the  two  actions  are,  in 
this  respect,  analogous.  The  actual  possession,  with  the  claim 
of  title,  having  been  proved,  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  sue ;  and 
for  that  reason  the  evidence  offered  was  irrelevant. 

We  think,  also,  that  the  charge  of  the  court  asserting  the 
principle,  that  a  riparian  proprietor  was  entitled  to  damages  for 
any  disturbance  of  his  right,  without  proof  of  actual  damage, 
was  correct.  It  is  the  invasion  of  the  right  which  gives  the 
action,  (1  Wm.  Saunders  346  fa,)  and  the  law,  in  the  absence 
of  any  special  injury,  gives  nominal  damages,  on  the  ground 
that  the  undiscurbed  enjoyment  or  continuation  of  such  acts, 
without  the  consent  of  the  owner,  would  ripen  into  evidence  of 
aright  to  do  them  (Young  v.  Spencer,  10  B.  &  0.  145;  Hob- 
son  V.  Todd,  4  Term  71 ;  Williams  j.  Esling,  4  Barr  486)  ; 
and  this  doctrine  applies  to  all  cases,  where  the  act  done  is  of 
such  a  character  that,  by  its  repetition  or  continuance,  it  may 
become  the  foundation  of  an  adverse  right. — Bliss  v.  Rice,  17 
Pick.  28 ;  Parker  v.  Oriswold,  17  Conn.  288;  Webb  v.  Port. 
Man.  Co.,  3  Sum.  189 ;  Crocker  v.  Bragg,  10  Wend.  260  ; 
Blanchard  v.  Baker,  8  Green.  253 ;  Ripka  v*  Sergeant,  7  W. 

6  S.  9 ;  Hulme  v.  Shore,  3  Green.  116;  Welton  v.  Martin, 

7  Missouri  307. 

The  fourth  charge  was  erroneous.  It  is  the  established  doc- 
trine, that  the  exclusive  enjoyment  of  water,  or  any  other 
easement,  in  a  particular  way,  for  the  length  of  time  which  is 
the  period  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  enjoyed  without  inter- 
ruption, is  sufSoient  to  raise  a  presumption  of  title,  as  against 
a  right  in  any  other  person,  which  might  have  been,  but  was 
not,  asserted. — Bolivar  Man.  Co.  v.  Neponset  Man.  Co.,  16 
Pick.  241 ;  State  v.  Wilkinson,  2  Verm.  480 ;  Cuthbert  v. 
Lawson,  8  McCord  194 ;  3  Kent's  Com.,  5th  edition,  442. — 
We  have  held  that  the  act  of  1802,  (Clay's  Dig.  327  §  88,) 
which  fixes  twenty  years  as  the  limitation  to  the  right  of  entry 
upon  land,  was  not  repealed  by  the  act  of  1843  (Clay's  Dig. 
829  §  93  ;  Rawls  v.  Kennedy,  28  Ala.  240) ;  and  this  being 
the  case,  the  uniform  and  uninterrupted  diversion  of  the  water, 
for  twenty  years,  would  give  to  the  defendant  in  error  a  title  by 
prescription. 

We  do  not  consider  it  necessary  to  notice  the  argument  of 
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the  plaintiff  in  error  upon  this  point,  as  it  would  amount  to  no 
more  than  a  verbal  criticism  on  the  meaning  of  the  word 
^^proved,'^  as  it  is  used  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  ;  and  the  case 
mast  be  reversed  for  the  error  previously  noticed*  It  is  suffi- 
cient to  observe,  that  in  order  to  acquire  this  right  by  prescrip- 
tion, the  law  requires  that  the  mode  or  manner  of  using  the 
water,  during  the  period  necessary  to  found  the  right  upon, 
should  not  be  materially  varied  to  the  prejudice  of  other 
owners.  He  is  not  bound  to  use  the  water  in  precisely  the  same 
manner,  or  apply  it  in  the  same  way  ;  and  in  this  country,  as 
in  England,  a  change  in  die  mode  and  objects  of  use  is  allowed, 
the  only  restrictions  being,  that  the  alterations  made  shall  not 
be  injurious  to  those  whose  interests  are  involved. — Gotrel  v. 
Luttrel,  4  Co.  R.  87,  a  ;  Saunders  v.  Newman,  1  B.  &  A. 
258 ;  Hall  v.  Swift,  6  Scott  167 ;  Darlington  v.  Painter,  7 
Barr  478 ;  Blanchard  v.  Baker,  8  Grreen.  258  ;  Johnson  v. 
Rand^SN.  H.  22. 

For  the  error  we  have  noticed,  the  judgment  must  be 
reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


LANIER  vs.  DRIVER. 

1.  In  a  caee  of  interpleader,  after  the  dificharge  of  the  complainant,  the  testi- 
mony having  been  publighed  by  consent  without  prcyndlce,  it  is  discretionary 
with  the  Chancellor  to  permit  an  amendment  of  one  of  the  answers. 

2.  A  deed  of  trust  held  not  to  be  fraudulent  on  its  face,  which  was  made 
witiioat  the  knowledge  of  the  preferred  creditor,  whose  debt  was  past  dac, 
and  reserved  to  the  grantor  the  use  of  the  prvperty  until  the  creditor  ordered 
a  sale. 

3-  The  actual  assent  of  a  beneficiary  is  not  required  to  a  deed  of  trust  which 
is  elearly  for  his  benefit. 

4.  Where  a  debtor  executes  two  deeds  of  trust  at  different  times,  the  benefi- 
ciaries in  the  second  deed  may  enforce  the  execution  of  the  trust  after  the 
law  day  of  their  deed,  and  therefore  cannnot  complain  of  the  negligence  of  the 
others  after  that  time. 

E&ROE  to  the  Chancery  Court  of  Sumter. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  J.  W.  LESEsyfi. 
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The  record  shows  the  following  facts  :  One  Henry  F. 
Scruggs,  being  largely  indebted  to  sundry  persons,  among  whom 
was  £11  M.  Driver,  his  brother-in-law,  executed  a  deed  of  trust 
for  their  benefit,  on  the  29th  of  June,  1839,  to  one  James  B. 
Tartt,  as  trustee.  This  deed  conveys  to  the  trustee  the 
grantor's  undivided  interest  in  a  certain  family  of  negroes,  then 
in  his  possession,  consisting  of  a  woman  named  Mary  and  her 
three  children,  Maria,  Margaret  and  Lucinda ;  also  seven  other 
negroes,  a  carriage,  buggy,  horse,  and  some  household  and  kitchen 
furniture ;  the  trustee  is  authorized  to  sell,  either  at  public  or 
private  sale,  on  the  demand  of  any  of  the  beneficiaries  ;  and  it 
is  stipulated  that  the  grantor  shall  remain  in  possession  of  the 
property  until  the  trustee  shall  deem  it  necessary  to  take  pos- 
session  for  the  purpose  of  executing  the  trust.  Driver's  debt, 
which  was  secured  by  this  deed,  amounted  to  $1,000,  due,  by 
note,  about  the  first  of  January,  1839. 

On  the  18th  of  November,  1841,  said  Scruggs  executed 
another  deed  of  trust,  conveying  the  same  property,  except  a 
boy  named  Wash,  to  William  M.  Inge  and  Robert  H.  Smith, 
m  trust  to  secure  a  debt  which  he  owed  to  the  estate  of  Wells 
Thompson,  deceased,  amounting  to  about  $3,500,  payable  by 
instalments  on  the  8th  day  of  November,  1842,  1843  and  1844- 
This  deed  contains  the  same  stipulations  as  the  first,  as  to  the 
rights  of  the  trustees  and  the  retention  of  possession  by  the 
grantor. 

In  the  year  184C,  Smith,  the  trustee  in  the  second  deed, 
was  about  to  sell  the  property  conveyed  by  it,  when  he  was  noti- 
fied by  M.  C.  Houston,  as  the  agent  of  said  Driver,  that  Dri- 
ver's debt  was  still  unpaid,  and  that  he  would  insist  upon  its 
payment  before  the  debt  to  Thompson's  estate  was  satisfied. 
The  administrator  of  Thompson's  estate,  Sampson  Lanier, 
objected  to  this ;  and  it  was  thereupon  agreed  between  the 
said  parties,  each  acting  through  his  agent,  that  Smith  should 
proceed  to  sell  the  property,  and  retain  in  his  hands  an  amount 
sufScient  to  satisfy  Driver's  claim,  and  that  the  parties  should 
take  steps  to  test  the  validity  and  bona  fides  of  that  claim. 
Smith  accordingly  sold  the  property,  and  retained  in  his  hands 
thesum  of  $1,541  87,  being  the  amount  claimed  by  Driver  for 
principal  and  interest  due  on  his  debt.  He  then  filed  a  bill  of 
inttrpleader  against  Lanier,  as  admiMistrator  of  Thompson,  and 
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Driver,  asking  that  they  might  be  made  to  litigate  their  right  to 
the  fand  in  hands. 

Driver  filed  his  answer  on  oath  on  the  4th  of  December,  1846, 
insisting,  that  his  debt  and  the  deed  of  trust  made  to  secure  it 
are  valid  and  honafide ;  that  his  debt  is  yet  onpaid,  to  the  whole 
extent  of  the  funds  in  Smith's  hands ;  that  he  did  not  agree  that 
Smith  should  hold  the  fund  subject  to  future  litigation,  but  that 
Smith  should  pay  it  to  him  absolutely.  He  sets  up  the  deed  of 
trust  made  for  his  benefit,  and  insists  that  it  is  entitled  to  pref- 
erence, by  priority  of  time  and  right,  to  the  other  deed,  under 
which  Smith  obtained  the  money ;  and  he  denies  all  firaud  and 
unfaimess  in  relation  to  his  debt  and  the  deed  made  to  secure  it. 

On  the  25th  of  September,  1846,  Lanier  filed  his  answer  on 
oath,  as  administrator  of  Thompson,  setting  out  the  agreement 
between  the  parties,  as  alleged  in  the  bill,  in  reference  to  the 
money  retained  by  Smith ;  denying  the  Ixma  fides  of  Driver's 
clfum,  and  alleging  that,  if  it  ever  was  due,  it  has  been  paid  by 
Scruggs.  He  also  insists,  that  the  beneficiaries  in  the  deed 
under  which  Driver  claimed  had  permitted  the  grantor  to  sell 
and  destroy  by  use  much  of  the  property  conveyed  by  it,  and  to 
convert  the  same  to  his  own  use ;  that  the  first  conveyed  prop- 
erty, not  embraced  in  the  second,  sufficient,  or  nearly  so,  to 
satisfy  Driver's  claim,  and  that  he  should  be  compelled  to 
appropriate  this  property  to  the  payment  of  his  debt,  before 
he  can  resort  to  the  property  included  in  the  second  deed ;  that 
the  first  deed  had  been  kept  open,  and  the  trust  in  favor  of 
Driver  unenforced,  for  six  years,  fer  the  fraudulent  purpose 
of  hmdering,  delaying  and  defrauding  the  creditors  of  Scruggs. 

At  the  June  term,  1847,  a  decree  was  rendered,  discharging 
said  complamant  upon  his  paying  the  fund  in  his  hands  into 
court,  and  ordering  said  Lanier  and  Driver  to  proceed  to  estab- 
lish their  respective  claims  to  it.  At  the  June  term,  1848,  an 
order  was  made  for  the  publication  of  testimony  by  consent 
without  prejudice ;  and  some  of  the  depositions  having  been 
retaken,  a  similar  order  was  made  at  the  February  term,  1849. 
At  the  February  term,  1851,  Driver  moved  for  leave  to  amend 
his  answer,  so  as  to  make  it  conform  to  the  allegations  of  the 
bill  respectbg  the  agreement  under  which  Smith  sold  the  prop- 
erty and  retained  the  money ;  and  in  support  of  his  application, 
he  filed  the  afGidavits  of  himself  and  his  solicitors,  stating  that 


Digitized  by  VjOOQiC 


162  ALABAMA. 


Lanier  v.  Driver. 


he  had  answered  upon  information  and  belief  only  as  to  that 
matter,  and  had  either  misunderstood  the  facts  or  been  misin- 
formed. This  application  was  contested,  but  the  amendment 
was  allowed. 

The  Chancellor  decreed  in  favor  of  Driver's  right  to  the  fund 
in  court,  and  ordered  a  reference  to  the  master,  to  ascertain 
and  report  the  amount  of  his  claim,  and  whether  the  first  deed 
embraced  any  property  to  which  he  might  resort  for  payment 
before  going  npon  the  fund  in  court.  The  master  reported,  that 
tiiere  was  no  other  property  to  which  Driver  could  resort;  that 
the  boy  Wash,  conveyed  by  the  first  deed,  had  been  sold  by 
aaid  ScroggS)  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  Driver,  and 
the  proceeds  applied  to  the  payment  of  other  debts  secured  by 
the  deed;  that  there  had  t^een  a  fair  division  of  the  slaves  in  which 
Scruggs  had  an  undivided  interest,  upon  which  Mary  fell  to  his 
share,  and  Lucinda  to  another ;  and  that  Mary  bad  been  sold. 
There  were  exceptions  to  this  report,  but  the  same  was  con- 
firmed. 

The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  Lanier,  but  the  errors 
assigned  do  not  anywhere  appear  on  the  record. 

Turner  Reavis,  for  plaintiff"  in  error  : 
L    The  amendment   of   Driver's  answer  was    improperly 
allowed : 

1.  Because  a  chancellor  only  has  the  discretion  to  allow  an 
amendment  befare  the  hearing  of  the  cause.  He  cannot  allow 
it  after  t\xe  hearing. — Clay's  Dig.  351,  §  37  ;  Evans  v.  Boilings 
5  Ala.  550 ;  Bryant  v.  Peters,  3  Ala.  R.  171  ;  McKinley  v. 
Irvine,  13  Ala.  R.  707 ;  Goodwin  v.  McGehee,  15  Ala.  Rep. 
249-^0-51. 

2.  Because  the  amendment  was  inconsistent  with  the  answer. 
Rogers  v.  Rogers,  1  Paige  424 ;  Verplank  v.  Merchants'  Ins- 
Co.,  1  Edw.  46. 

3.  Because  it  made  a  new  case. — Rugely  v.  Robinson,  10 
Ala.  746  ;  McKinley  v.  Irvine,  13  Ala.  707  ;  Lloyd  v.  Brews- 
ter, 4  Paige  438 ;  Pratt  v.  Bacon,  10  Pick.  123  ;  Walden  v. 
Bodley,  14  Peters  15G. 

4.  Because  the  application  to  amend  was  not  made  until  after 
the  lapse  of  several  years  after  the  answer  was  filed,  nor  until 
long  after  proof  had  been  taken,  showing  the  answer  to  be  false, 
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on  the  very  point  in  respeot  to  which  the  amendment  was 
allowed.— Curling  v.  Townsend,  19  Ves.  628 ;  Goodwin  v.  Mc- 
Gehee,  15  Ala.  251. 

II.  The  deed  of  trust  for  the  security  of  Driver *8  debt,  was 
void,  as  against  Lanier : 

1.  Because  Driver  did  not  assent  to  it. — See  the  cases  cited 
in  1  Reavis'  Dig.,  p.  80,  §  45-  Even  if  no  act  was  required 
to  be  done  by  Driver,  so  as  to  render  his  express  assent  neces- 
sary, still,  his  assent  cannot  be  presumed,  because  it  is  proved 
that  he  did  not  know  of  the  existence  of  the  deed  until  after  the 
execution  of  the  deed  for  the  benefit  of  Lanier. — 8  Cond.  Eng. 
Ch.  R.  97. 

2.  Because  it  was  made  to  hinder  and  delay  the  other  credi- 
tors of  the  grantor.  This  is  shown  by  these  facts  :  It  was 
made  without  the  knowledge  or  request  of  Driver ;  the  debts 
secured  by  it  were  all  due  at  the  time  it  was  made ;  it  conveyed 
property  consumable  in  its  use ;  it  fixes  no  certain  law  day^  yet 
reserves  the  use  of  the  property  conveyed  to  the  grantor ;  the 

grantor  remained  in  possession  of  the  property years, 

treating  it  all  the  while  as  his  own,  selling  a  valuable  portion  of 
it,  and  using  some  of  the  rest  in  such  a  manner  that  it  was  either 
destroyed  or  rendered  valueless ;  and,  while  in  possession,  he 
declared  to  Lanier's  attorney  that  Driver's  debt  was  not  a  sub- 
sisting claim  on  the  property.  Nothing  can  be  stronger  evidence 
of  an  intent  to  hinder  and  delay  creditors,  than  for  a  debtor  to 
make  a  conveyance  of  his  property,  for  the  security  of  a  par- 
ticular creditor,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  that  credi- 
tor, and  reserve  the  use  of  the  property  until  that  creditor  or* 
ders  a  sale. — ^Somerville  v.  Horton,  4  Yerg.  541 ;  Charlton  v. 
Lay,  5  Humph.  496  ;  Farmers'  Bank  v.  Douglass,  11  Smedes 
&  Marsh.  469  ;  Richmond  v.  Crudup,  Meigs'  R.  581 ;  Cram 
V.  Mitchell,  1  Sanf.  Ch.  R.  251 ;  Swift  v.  Thompson,  9  Conn. 
R.  63;  Ravisies  v.  Alston,  5  Ala.  302;  Wiswall  v.  Tioknor, 
6  Ala.  184-5  ;  Smith  v.  Leavitts,  10  Ala*  R.  93 ;  Simerson  v. 
Branch  Bank,  12  Ala.  213 ;  Dearing  v.  Watkms,  16  Ala.  25 ; 
Johnson  v.  Thweatt,  18  Ala.  741. 

III.  If  Driver  assented  to  the  deed  for  his  benefit,  or  knew 
of  its  existence,  by  permitting  the  grantor  to  remain  in  posses- 
sion of  the  property  for  so  long  a  time^  and  to  use  it  as  his  own, 
he  enabled  the  grantor  to  conmiit  a  fraud  upon  Lanier.    He 
11 
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mast,  therefore,  be   the  sufferer  for  the  consequences. — Somes 
V,  Brewer,  2  Pick.  202  ;  Lupin  v.  Marie,  2  Paige  172. 

IV.  There  was  property  conveyed  in  the  deed  to  Driver, 
which  was  not  conveyed  in  the  deed  to  Lanier.  Driver,  there- 
fore, should  have  been  compelled  to  resort  to  that  property  for 
the  payment  of  his  debt,  before  being  allowed  to  participate  in 
the  fund  derived  from  the  sale  under  Lanier's  deed. — Nelson  v. 
Dunn,  15  Ala.  502;  Baine  v.  Williams,  11  SmdF.  &  Marsh. 
118 ;  Clowes  v.  Dickerson,  5  Johns.  Ch.  R.  235 ;  8  Vcs.  388  : 
9  Ves.  210. 

Bliss  &  Baldwin,  contra  : 

L  There  was  no  error  in  granting  Driver  leave  to  amend  his 
answer,  under  the  circumstances,  and  in  the  particular  matter 
specified;  because: 

1.  The  amendment  was  not  in  a  substantive  and  material 
point ;  it  did  not  touch  the  right  of  Lanier  to  the  money,  nor 
the  rights  of  the  parties  as  against  each  other  ;  it  only  related 
to  the  status  in  which,  or  condition  on  which,  the  money  was 
left  in  Smith's  hands.  Each  of  these  parties  derived  his  right  to 
it,  if  any  he  has,  from  his  own  deed  ;  and  the  quo  modo  by  which 
he  comes  at  it,  or  is  let  into  the  enjoyment  of  the  fund,  is  unim- 
portant. 

2.  Parties  who  are  put  to  interplead  do  not  fall  within  the 
ordinary  rules  as  defendants,  as  to  amendments  ;  they  sustain 
to  each  other  a  sort  of  double  relation,  both  as  complainants 
and  defendants. 

S.  It  does  not  lie  with  Lanier  to  complain  that  Driver  is 
permitted  to  amend,  thereby  making  his  answer  conform,  as  to 
the  point  covered  by  the  amendment,  with  the  answer  of  Lanier 
himself. 

4.  The  granting  of  the  amendment  was  a  matter  of  discre- 
tion with  the  Chancellor,  and  not  revisable  on  error.  The  cases 
bited  by  the  plaintiff  were  all  cases  where  the  leave  to  amend 
was  denied,  and  it  was  held  to  be  no  error ;  but  it  does  not  nec- 
essarily follow,  that  it  would  have  been  error  to  grant  it.  Each 
case  must  be  decided  upon  its  own  circumstances,  and  in  the 
exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,— 1  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  480  to  482  ;  2 
ib.  911;  4  Dess.  830,  480 ;  2  Barb.  Ch.  IJ.  148,  395,  637 ; 
5  Geo.  890 ;  14  New  Hamp.  175. 
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5.  The  facts  in  this  case  well  warranted  the  leave  to  amend. 
Driver  was  a  non-resident, — answered  npon  information  as  to 
the  matters  transacted  at  Livingston,  was  misinformed  or  mis- 
understood, and  fell  into  error  on  an  unimportant  point ;  and  as 
soon  as  he  discovered  hb  mistake,  he  applied  for  leave  to 
amend  it,  and  leave  was  granted.  The  amendment  was  not 
inconsistent  with,  and  did  not  vary,  the  main  matter  in  issue 
between  the  parties. 

6.  The  statute  does  not  inhibit  the  amendment.  It  merely 
provides,  by  way  of  exception  or  proviso,  that  the  right  before 
existing  shall  not  be  taken  away  under  the  enacting  clause  of  the 
statute. 

7.  The  publication  of  the  testimoy  was  by  consent,  and  with- 
out prejudice ;  so  that  no  argument  can  be  raised  from  that 
fact  against  the  right  to  amend. 

II.  The  deed  is  not  void.  Being  for  Driver's  benefit,  his 
assent  will  be  presumed.— Mauldin  v,  Armstead,  14  Ala.  702  ; 
Lockwoood  V.  Nelson,  16  Ala.  294.  It  did  not  postpone  Dri- 
ver's debt ;  he  might  immediately  coerce  a  sale. — Brock  v. 
Headen,  13  Ala.  370.  The  deed  is  not  fraudulent  on  its  face, 
and  was  not  fraudulent  in  fact.— 7  Ala.  235,  690,  765,  878 ; 
10  ib.  571 ;  11  i6.  689  ;  12  ib.  678  ;  16  «•  660 ;  20  ib.  179. 

III.  There  was  no  other  property  to  which  Driver  should 
be  turned.  The  boy  Wash  was  sold,  and  applied  to  the  debts 
in  the  first  deed,  which  had  precedence  over  Lanier's,  and  so 
went  to  his  benefit.  In  Mary  and  Lucinda,  the  grantor  had 
but  one  fourth  interest  at  the  making  of  the  deed ;  in  a  subse- 
quent informal  division,  Mary  fell  to  Scruggs,  and  Lucinda  to  a 
brother  of  bis.  The  value  of  the  two  was  equal;  Mary  was 
sold  by  Smith,  and  the  trust  fund  received  her  entire  value. 
Driver  was.in  no  such  default  about  the  few  articles  of  incon- 
siderable value  which  were  lost,  that  he  should  be  visited  with 
the  loss.  But  if  he  were  charged  with  their  loss,  there  would 
not  be  enough  to  pay  the  balance  of  his  debt  in  full,  after 
deducting  the  trustee's  commissions. 

PHELAN,  J.— Smith  filed  his  bill  of  interpleader  against 
Lanier,  administrator  of  Thompson,  and  Driver.  The  bill  sets 
forth  that  H.  F.  Scruggs  made  two  deeds  in  trust ;  one  to 
Tartt,  trustee,  in  1889,  to  secure  sundry  creditors,  and  among 
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the  rest  Driver,  in  a  note  for  somethiDg  over  $1,000 ;  and  the 
other  in  1841,  to  secure  Thompson's  administrators,  to  whom 
Lanier  succeeded.  Both  deeds  embraced  the  same  property  ; 
but  the  deed  of  1889  some  property  not  embraced  in  the  deed 
of  1841,  in  which  Smith,  the  complainant  in  the  bill  of  inter- 
pleader, was  trustee.  Smith,  the  trustee  in  the  second  deed, 
was  about  to  sell  the  property  to  pay  the  debts  secured  by  it, 
when,  as  he  alleges,  he  was  notified  by  the  agent  of  Driver  that 
the  property  was  first  liable  to  pay  the  debts  secured  by  the 
deed  of  1839,  and  that  Driver  would  insist  upon  his  right  to 
have  it  so  appropriated.  He  then  further  alleges,  that^  in  order 
to  have  a  sale  of  the  property,  an  agreement  was  entered  into 
between  himself,  as  agent  of  Lanier,  and  one  Houston,  as  the 
agent  of  Driver,  that  the  property  should  be  sold,  and  that  the 
sum  of  $1,541  87,  the  amount  of  Driver's  claim,  should  be 
retained  by  Smith,  to  be  delivered  up  to  him  who  should  be  able 
to  show  the  best  right  to  it. 

All  the  material  allegations  of  the  bill  are  admitted  by  both 
Lanier  and  Driver,  with  this  exception  on  the  part  of  Driver  : 
he  denies  any  such  agreement,  and  insists  in  his  answer  that 
the  amount  of  his  claim  was  to  be  retained  for  him  by  Smith 
absolutely,  and  not  subject  to  any  future  contestation  as  to  his 
right  to  the  money. 

The  proof  on  this  point  abundantly  sustains  the  allegation  of 
the  bill.  The  Chancellor  decreed,  that  Smith  should  pay  the 
money  retained  by  him  into  court,  and  that  the  parties  should 
proceed  to  contest  between  themselves  the  right  to  it.''  After  the 
publication  of  the  testimony,  but  by  consent,  and  without  prej- 
udice, and  the  argument  of  the  cause.  Driver  filed  a  petition  to 
amend  his  answer,  stating  that  he  had  denied  the  agreement  as 
alleged  upon  information  only,  and  that  he  had  acted  either 
under  incorrect  information,  or  a  misapprehension  of  his  own, 
and  was  now 'satisfied  that  the  agreement,  as  to  the  terms  on 
which  ttie  sale  was  to  proceed,  and  the  amount  of  his  claim 
retained,  were  truly  stated  in  the  bill  of  Smith.  The  truth  of 
the  facts  stated  in  this  petition  is  strongly  supported  by  the  affi. 
davits  ef  his  solicitors,  and  especially  by  the  one  who  drew  his 
answer.  The  leave  to  amend,  though  strenuously  opposed,  was 
allowed  by  the  Chancellor. 

We  dunk  this  was  a  matter  purely  within  the  sound  dieere- 
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tion  of  the  Chancellor,  and  therefore  not  revisable  on  appeal. 
But,  if  it  were  essential  to  go  further,  we  should  be  inclined  to 
think  that  the  discretion  was  properly  exercised.  The  answers 
to  a  bill  of  interpleader,  when  the  complainant  is  discharged, 
are  looked  to  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  title  respect- 
ively set  up  by  the  defendants  to  the  bill,  now  become  contest- 
ants to  the  fund  delivered  into  court.  It  is  questionable  whether 
the  ordinary  rules  wnich  govern  answers,  and  amending  answers, 
properly  apply  in  such  a  case.  The  answers  become  rather 
the  bills  of  complaint  of  the  respective  parties. — 3  Dan.  Ch.  Pr. 
1765  ;  1  Smith  Ch.  Pr.  472;  2  Story's  Bq.  §  822. 

Now,  what  is  the  title  respectively  set  up  to  this  fund  by 
Lanier  and  Driver  ?  Lanier  relies  on  the  deed  of  1811 ;  Driver, 
on  the  deed  of  1889.  It  is  the  deed  in  trust  of  18S9,  that  gives 
Driver  the  right  to  this  money,  as  against  Lanier,  if  he  is  enti-^ 
tied  at  all,  and  not  the  allegation  which  he  makes,  denying  the 
agreement  set  out  by  Smith,  and  averring  that  the  money  was 
to  be  paid  to  him  absolutely,  and  without  contestation.  If  that 
deed  be  good,  his  answer  makes  a  case  which  would  entitle  him 
to  a  decree  for  the  money,  whether  the  allegation  about  the 
agreement  to  submit  to  a  contestation  was  true  or  false.  And 
if  his  deed  be  not  good,  and  the  deed  in  favor  of  Lanier  be  good, 
Lanier,  in  like  manner,  would  be  entitled  to  the  money,  irres- 
pective of  the  nature  of  that  agreement,  or  the  truth  or  false- 
hood of  Driver's  allegation  in  respect  to  it. 

This  leads  us  to  consider  the  question  concerning  the  validity 
of  the  deed  of  1839,  and  the  right  of  Driver  to  be  paid  out  of 
tlio  proceeds  of  the  sale  oi  the  property  embraced  in  it. 

VVe  can  find  nothing  fraudulent  on  the  face  of  that  deed. 
Many  cases  in  our  reports  sustain  every  material  feature  in  it. 
— See  authorities  cited  in  brief  of  defendant  in  error  ;  also  Ran- 
kin v.  Lodor,  21  Ala.  380. 

Neither  did  it  require  the  actual  assent  of  Driver  to  make  it 
operative  in  his  favor.  It  is  a  deed  of  that  character  in  which 
the  assent  of  the  beneficiaries  will  be  presumed,  because  it  is 
clearly  for  their  benefit. — Sec  same  authorities,  and  21  Ala. 
supra. 

The  sale  of  the  slave  Wash,  by  Scruggs,  the  grantor,  it  is 
shown,  was  made  by  him  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
Driver,  who  lived  at  a  distance;  and  therefore,  whether  the  pro- 
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eeeds  of  that  sale  vent  in  payment  of  other  debts  secured  by  the 
deed,  and  was  made  with  the  coDsent  of  certain  of  the  beneficia- 
ries, and  so  lawfully  made,  as  is  insisted,  need  not  be  considered, 
so  far  as  he  is  concerned.  There  is  nothing  shown,  which  would 
go  to  charge  him  with  so  much  of  the  trust  fund  wasted  or  con- 
verted, with  his  connivance  or  through  his  neglect.  The  law 
day  in  the  second  deed,  it  may  be  observed,  expired  in  1842 ; 
and  if  the  beneficiaries  in  the  first  deed  were  tardy  in  enforcing 
their  trust,  those  in  the  second  had  it  in  their  power,  after  that 
time,  to  compel  them.  This  is  an  answer  to  the  objection  that 
Driver  was  negligent  in  closing  his  trust. 

Scruggs  conveys  an  undivided  interest,  which  was  one  fourth 
part,  in  Mary  and  her  children.  The  proof  shows  that,  after 
the  date  of  the  deed,  and  before  the  sale  in  1846,  H.  F. 
Scruggs  and  his  brothers  had  a  division  of  the  slaves,  by  which 
Mary  fell  to  H.  F.  Scruggs  as  his  share,  and  she  was  sold.  If 
this  division  was  fair  and  equal,  and  such  is  the  proof,  the 
demands  were  satisfied  by  the  sale  of  Scruggs'  slave,  and  the 
beneficiaries  would  have  no  just  claim  upon  Lucinda. 

These  observations,  it  is  believed,  cover  all  the  assignments 
of  error  which  have  been  insisted  on  in  the  argument ;  and  it 
will  be  seen  that  we  find  no  error  in  the  decree  of  the  Chan- 
cellor. 

Let  the  decree  below  be  affirmed,  at  the  costs  of  the  plaintiff 
in  error. 


SHACKELFORD  vs.  KING. 

1.  In  the  matter  of  the  settlement  of  an  insolvent  estate,  anianie  hariiig  been 
formed  between  the  executor  and  creditor?,  various  irregular  pleadings 
were  aftewards  allowed  by  the  court,  and  the  executor  then  sued  out  a  writ  ^ 
of  error  to  reverse  the  judgment  rendered  against  him :  Held^  that  the  case 
should  be  considered  as  if  the  parties  had  ))ecii  held  to  the  issue  which  thej 
had  first  formed,  and  that  the  Muhsoqucnt  plendingK  and  rulings  of  the 
court  should  be  disregarded. 
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'i.  Prior  to  the  pateut^'  of  the  act  of  1843.  two  joint  executors  filed  '*a  state- 
meat  of  the  coaditloii  of  the  e^^tate''  or  their  testator,  showing  an  cxcesi)  of 
(lobtM  over  ixrwnal  a.ss(;ts,  which  was  received  by  the  court,  and  oitlered  to 
h{\  recorded,  the  order  recitinjr  that  the  estate  appeared  to  be  insolvent ;  and 
the  real  estate  wok  afterwards  Hold,  as  in  cases  of  inRolvent  e.«tateH :  Held. 
that  this  wan  sufficient  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  of  the  estate  as  insol- 
vent, and  that  it  hIiouUI  Ih'  so  HCtiled. 

3.  c?iuce  the  pus-^gf  of  the  act  of  February  11,  1850,  if  the  settlement  of  an 
insolvent  estate  is  transferred  from  the  Probate  to  the  Circuit  Court,  on 
account  of  tlie  incompetency  of  the  probftte  judge  to  preside  in  the  case,  the 
latter  court  »liould  not  appoint  commisHioners  to  settle  the  estate,  but  should 
proceed  with  the  ca^ic  as  the  former  Avould  have  done. 

4.  When  an  executor  U'comon  surety  on  a  note  given  for  proi)erty  purchased 
at  a  «\lf'  made  by  himself  and  bin  co-executor,  and,  the  estate  becoming 
insolvent,  he  iscite^l  by  his  co-exucutor,onl)ehalf  of  the  creditors  of  the  estate, 
to  make  final  ^iettlenient  and  account  for  the  note,  he  cannot  protect  himself 
by  a  plcu  of  the  stiitute  of  limitations  of  six  ^'ears. 

.».  As  to  his  raising  tlie  objection  tlmt  no  sufficient  notice  of  the  settlement 
bad  lx*eii  given. 

t».  On  the  trial  of  an  i^sue  between  the  executor  and  the  creditors  of  an  insol- 
vent entatc.  a  note  may  1)e  given  in  evi<lcnce  without  any  proof  of  its  execu- 
tion, if  it4»  execution  is  not  denied  ))y  the  plea  of  non  eat  factum. 

EmtoK  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Shelby. 
Tried  bof'ore  the  Hon.  John  D.  Phelak. 

This  wa.-<  a  procccdiiip:  on  the  i)art  of  Edmund  King,  one 
of  the  defendants  in  error,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  others 
as  creditors  of  the  estate  of  Job  Mai?on,  deceased,  against 
.Jack  Shackelford,  the  plaintiff  in  error.  Said  King  and 
Shackelford  were  the  executors  of  the  last  will  and  testament 
of  Mason,  letters  testamentary  having  been  granted  to  them,  in 
182T,  by  the  Orphans'  Court  of  Shelby.  They  seem  to  have 
acted  conjointly,  until  1829,  when  Shackelford  removed  to 
Fiawreuce  County:  and  after  that  time  King  seems  to  have  car- 
ried on  the  busincs.i  of  the  estate  alone.  They  jointly  rendered 
an  inventory  of  the  estate,  obtained  orders  \o  sell  the  per- 
'lonal  property,  and  made  the  sales;  on  the  16th  of  April, 
1828,  they  filed  a  '\statement  of  the  condition  of  the  estate,'' 
showing  assets  to  the  amount  of  $4169  43,  and  debts  presented 
against  the  estate  amounting  to  S4816  86;  these  assets,  how- 
ever, are  shown  to  consist  of  the  proceeds  of  sales  of  per- 
sonal property  unsold  appraised  at  $1604  87.  This  report 
was  received  by  the*  court,  and  ordered  to  be  recorded  :  and 
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on  it  was  predicated  an  order  to  sell  the  real  estate,  which 
was  alterwards  sold,  the  proceeds  amounting  to  $642  25, 

At  one  of  the  sales  by  the  executors,  it  seems  that  one 
Robert  J.  Parrell  purchased  property  to  the  amount  of  $515, 
and  executed  his  note  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money,  with  Jack  Shackelford,  one  of  the  executors,  as  his 
surety.    The  note  is  as  follows  : 

**  $515.  On  or  before  the  first  day  of  January  next,  we  or 
either  of  us  promise  to  pay  Edmund  King  and  Jack  Shack- 
elford, executors  of  Job  Mason,  deceased,  five  hundred  and 
fifteen  dollars,  for  value  received,  February  9th,  1828. 

Robert  J.  Farrell. 
Jack  Shackelford." 

The  administration  of  tlie  assets  of  the  estate  seems  to 
have  been  mostly  under  the  conduct  and  control  of  King, 
particularly  after  Shackelford's  removal  &om  the  county  in 
1829.  After  all,  or  nearly  all,  of  the  other  assets  had  been 
administered,  King  attempted  to  collect  the  above  described 
note  on  Farrell.  He  obtained  a  judgment  at  law  against 
Farrell,  on  which  an  execution  was  issued,  and  returned  "no 
property  found."  He  then  instituted  a  suit  at  law  against 
Shackelford,  as  surety  on  the  note,  but  failed  to  obtain 
judgment.  Afterwards  proceediDgs  in  chancery  were  insti- 
tuted, to  eflfect  the  collection  of  the  note,  but  without  suc- 
cess.— See  the  report  of  the  case  (King  v.  Shackelford)  in  6 
Ala.  423. 

Various  orders  were  made  in  the  matter  of  the  estate, 
from  1829  to  1833  ;  and  at  the  March  term,  1833,  the  fol- 
lowing order  was  made  :  *'  The  judge  of  the  County 

having,  previous  to  his  appointment  to  said  oflEice,  been  em- 
ployed as  counsel  by  persons  having  claims  against  the  estate 
of  Job  Mason,  deceased,  it  is  ordered  that  the  said  cause  be 
transferred  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Shelby." 

On  the  12th  of  May,  1846,  King,  as  one  of  the  creditors 
of  the  estate  of  Mason,  and  as  one  of  the  executors,  filed 
his  petition  in  the  Orphans^  Court  of  Shelby,  praying  that 
said  Shackelford,  as  one  of  the  executors,  be  called  te  settle 
his  accounts,  and  that  he  be  chai*ged  with  the  amount  of 
Farreirs  note  and  interest.  To  this  petition  Shackelford 
filed  his  answer  on  the  4th  of  December,  1846,  denying  any 
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assets  in  his  hands  and  all  liability  whatever ;  and  on  the 
13th  of  May,  1848,  another  answer  seems  to  have  been  filed 
by  him,  to  nearly  the  same  effect. 

At  the  December  term,  1846,  for  the  purpose  of  defeating 
King's  petition,  Shackelford's  counsel  appeared  in  court,  and 
insisted  that  said  court,  in  consequence  of  the  said  order  of 
transfer,  made  at  the  March  term,  1833,  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  proceed  further  in  the  cause ;  and  he  moved  to  dismiss  the 
said  petition,  insisting  that  the  Circuit  Court  only  had  juris- 
diction of  the  cause.  The  court  sustained  the  motion,  and 
dismissed  the  petition  ;  but  its  decision  was  afterwards 
reversed  on  error  by  the  Supreme  Court.—  See  King  v. 
Shackelford,  13  Ala.  436. 

The  cause  having  been  remanded  for  further  proceedings, 
the  first  day  of  June,  1848,  was  appointed  for  its  hearing. — 
On  that  day  the  parties  appeared;  and  King,  by  his  counsel, 
filed  a  replication  to  Shackelford's  answer,  insisting  that  he 
was  liable  to  be  charged  with  the  amount  of  said  note.  To 
this  replication,  Shackelford,  by  his  attorney,  demurred,  and 
the  demurrer  was  sustained  ;  and,  as  the  record  states,  **the 
creditors  then  take  issue  on  the  answer."  After  this, 
^^  Shackelford  demurs  to  the  petition,  to  which  the  petitioners 
object ;  objection  overruled,  and  demurrer  sustained  by  the 
court.  Piled  in  office,  June  1,  1848."  After  this,  but  at  the 
same  term,  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  is  put  in  ;  to 
which  a  demurrer  is  interposed,  and  sustained  by  the  court. 
The  next  paper  in  the  record  is  an  account  current,  filed  by 
said  King,  on  the  first  of  June,  1848,  **  showing  his  manage- 
ment of  the  estate  from  December,  1840,  up  to  this  day."" 

The  record  next  sets  out  a  notice  to  Shackelford's  attor- 
ney of  recoi-d,  that  on  the  second  Monday  in  March,  1849, 
said  King  will  move  the  Orphans'  Court  "for  a  final  judg- 
ment, nunc  pro  tunc,  in  settlement  of  the  matter  of  plaintiff's 
petition  for  himself  and  the  creditors  of  the  estate  of  Job 
Mason,  deceased,  against  the  said  defendant,  said  King  being 
a  creditor  of  said  estate"  ;  and  **that  all  feteps  will  then  be 
taken  for  a  final  determination  of  said  matter."  This  notice 
is  dated  February  25th,  1849,  and  was  returned  executed. 

On  the  12th  of  March,  1849,  the  following  judgment  nwnc 
fro  tunc,  as  of  the  first  of  June,  1848,  is  entered  :  "  Game 
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the  parties  by  their  attorneys,  and  Jack  Shackelford  filed 
his  answer,  denying  any  assets  in  his  hands  as  executor  of 
Job  Mason,  deceased ;  to  which  answer  Edmund  King,  as  a 
creditor,  replied  ;  to  which  replication  Shackelford,  by 
attorney,  demurred ;  which  demurrer  is  sustained  by  the 
court,  and  it  is  here  ordered  that  the  same  be  sustained. — 
Said  Shackelford  then  offered  to  demur  to  King's  petition, 
asking  for  a  settlement  of  testator's  estate  ;  to  which  King 
objected,  but  which  was  permitted  by  the  court ;  and  the 
same  being  heard  and  understood  by  the  court,  it  is  ordered, 
adjudged  and  decreed,  that  said  demurrer  to  said  petition  be 
sustained  by  the  court,  and  that  said  Shackelford  go  hence, 
and  recover  of  said  King  his  costs  about  his  suit  in  this 
behalf  expended,  for  which  let  execution  issue :  and  this 
judgment  is  rendered  as  of  said  1st  June.  1848.  Then 
King,  as  executor,  filed  his  accounts  and  vouchors,  which  are 
received  by  the  court.'  &c. 

On  the  second  Monday  in  June,  1850,  on  motion  of  King's 
attorney,  ''  the  case  is  taken  up  :  and  the  judge  of  the  court 
having  been  of  counsel  in  the  case,  for  plaintiff,  before  his 
election  to  this  oflScc,  it  is  ordered  by  the  court,  that  this 
cause  be  transfeiTcd  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Shelby";  that  a 
certified  copy  of  all  the  orders  made  in  the  cause  be  sent  up 
to  the  Circuit  Court ;  and  that  Shackelford,  or  his  attorneys, 
have  notice  of  the  order.  A  copy  of  this  order  was  ex- 
ecuted on  ^Shackelford's  attorney,  on  tlie  14th  of  June, 
1850. 

On  the  trial  in  the  Circuit  Court,  as  appears  from  the  bill 
of  exceptions,  'the  defendant  objected  that  the  court  could 
not  p't'oceed  with  the  cause  at  the  present  term,  for  the  fol- 
lowing reasons  :  1st,  that  it  does  not  appear  from  the  record 
that  any  sufiicient  notice  of  this  settlement  has  been  given, 
by  publication,  or  otherwise;  2d,  that  it  does  not  appear  that 
any  citation  has  issued  to  Shackelford,  to  appear  and  settle 
his  accounts  ;  8d,  that  the  court  is  bound  by  law  to  appoint 
commissioners  to  settle  the  estate  ;  and,  4th,  that  the  court 
has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  ;  and  in  support  of  his  sev- 
eral objections,  he  read  the  record  of  the  procicdings  from 
the  Orphans'  Court  in  this  cause,  and  the  papers  in  the 
cause :  and  the  court  overruled  the  said  several  objections. 
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and  proceeded  with  the  cause ;  to  which  Shackelford 
excepted. 

*''  The  hearing  of  the  cause  then  proceeded ;  and  King 
introduced,  in  support  of  his  claim  against  the  estate,  all  the 
decrees  in  the  cause  heretofore  made  ;  to  which  the  defend- 
ant objected,  on  the  ground  that  said  proceedings  appeared 
on  their  face  to  be  ex  partcj  without  lawful  notice  to  the  par- 
ties concerned,  and  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
make  said  several  orders  separately.  The  court  overruled 
the  objection,  and  tlie  defendant  excepted. 

**The  plaintiff  then  offered,  in  further  support  of  his 
claim,  a  note  made  to  him,  purporting  to  have  been  made  by 
Job  Mason  in  his  life  time,  without  any  proof  of  its  execu- 
tion aside  from  the  production  of  the  paper.  To  the  suffi- 
ciency of  this  proof  the  defendant  objected;  the  court 
admitted  the  note  in  evidence,  and  defendant  excepted.  The 
plaintiff  then  offered  in  evidence  the  said  note  of  FarrelFs, 
on  which  said  Shackelford  was  surety,  without  any  proof  of 
its  execution  aside  from  the  production  of  the  paper.  The 
defendant  objected  to  the  admission  of  the  evidence,  on  the 
ground  that  the  proof  was  not  sufficient  to  authorize  the 
reading,  of  the  note  in  evidence  ;  but  the  court  overruled 
the  objection,  the  note  was  read,  and  defendant  excepted. 

•*  The  court  then,  on  motion  of  the  plaintiff,  King,  suffered 
him  to  make  affidavit  of  the  justness  and  validity  of  his 
claim  against  Mason's  estate,  and  that  the  same  was  unpaid, 
except  as  shown  in  the  petition  and  record.  The  defendant 
then  claimed  three  months'  time,  in  which  to  contest  this 
claim ;  but  the  court  required  him  to  contest  immediately, 
and  defendant  excepted.  The  defendant  then  contended, 
that  the  estate  had  never  been  declared  insolvent  by  the 
o^urt,  and  that  the  court  had  no  power  now  to  pioceed  to 
settle  it  as  an  insolvent  estate  ;  and  he  read,  in  support  of 
his  objection,  all  the  papers  and  orders  of  the  Orphans' 
Court  in  this  cause.  The  court  overruled  the  objections, 
and  proceeded  to  decree  as  in  cases  of  insolvent  estates ;  to 
which  defendant  excepted.  The  defendant  then  objected, 
that  there  was  no  sufficient  proof  of  any  claim  .against  the 
estate,  and  that  the  creditors  had  not  proved  their  claims, 
and  that  none  of  the  claims  against  the  estate  had  ever  been 
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legally  proven ;  these  objections  were  severally  overruled  by 
the  court,  and  defendant  excepted.  The  defendant  then 
proved  by  Edmund  King,  while  he  was  on  the  stand  as  his 
own  witness,  that  he  had  never  presented  the  note  of  Job 
Mason  to  defendant,  as  a  co-executor  of  said  estate,  for  pay- 
ment, and  defendant  moved  the  rejection  of  said  claim  ;  but 
the  com't  overruled  the  objection,  and  defendant  excepted. 
The  court  then  proceeded  to  render  the  decree  found  in  the 
record;  to  which  defendant  objected,"  &c.  This  decree 
condemns  Shackelford  to  pay  the  amount  of  said  note,  and 
orders  the  proceeds  to  be  divided  fn-o  rata  among  the  cred- 
itors ;  and  a  judgment  is  entered  in  favor  of  each  creditor, 
for  his  specific  amount. 
Tho  errors  assigned  are  as  follows  : 

1.  The  court  erred,  in  settling  the  estate  as  an  estate 
declared  insolvent ; 

2.  The  court  erred,  in  assuming  jurisdiction  of  the  case, 
after  it  had  been  finally  disposed  of  in  the  Orphans'  Court, 
by  its  decree  entered  nunc  pro  tunc  on  the  12th  of  March, 
1849; 

3.  The  court  erred,  in  refusing  to  appoint  commissioners 
to  settle  the  estate ; 

4.  The  circuit  judge  had  no  jurisdiction  to  settle  the  case 
in  the  manner  in  which  he  has  settled  it ; 

5.  The  court  erred,  in  the  decree  rendered  in  the  cause, 
and  in  awarding  execution  ; 

6.  The  court  erred,  in  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  the  plea 
of  the  statute  of  limitations  to  King's  petition ; 

7.  The  court  erred,  as  apj)cars  from  tlie  various  matters  of 
the  bill  of  exceptions. 

Rice  &  Morgan,  for  plain tifi*  in  error  : 

The  Circuit  Court  should  have  sustained  the  objection  to  its 
jurisdiction :  as  against  Shackelford,  who  was  the  defendant 
sought  to  be  charged,  that  court  had  no  jurisdiction.  The  order 
of  the  Orphans'  Court  nunc  pro  tunc,  at  the  March  term,  1849, 
was  a  final  discharge  as  to  Shackelford  ;  it  was  a  judgment 
^'  that  said  Shackelford  go  hence,  and  recover  of  said  King  his 
costs."  This  put  an  end  to  the  power  of  the  court  over  him. 
Hale  y.  Walker,  16  Ala.  26. 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TERM,  1854.  166 

Sliack]lford  v.  Kiag. 

Immediately  following  this  final  judgment,  is  an  ex  parte  en- 
try, reciting  that  the  case  was  "  pending"  in  said  courf,  and 
that  the  judge  of  said  court  had  been  of  counsel  for  King  before 
his  election,  and  ordering  the  transfer  of  the  cause  to  the  Cir- 
cuit Court.— King  v.  Shackelford,  13  Ala.  486.    This  order 
is  void,  because,  first,  the  case  had  previously  been  finally  deci- 
ded ;  secondly,  because  it  shows  on  its  face  that  Shackelford 
had  no  notice  of  such  "  proceeding"  (McCurry  v.  Hooper,  12 
Ala.)  ;  thirdly,  because  the  act  of  1850  (Pamph.  Acts  1850, 
p.  36,  §  40)  does  not   authorize  such  transfer  in  such  cases  : 
that  section  enacts,  ^^  that  no  judge  of  probate  shall  act  upon 
the  determination  of  any  cause  or  proceedings  or  take  jurisdic- 
tion of  any  matter  in   which  he  is  interested,    *    *    *    or  in 
which  he  shall  have  been  of  counsel,    «    *    •    unless  by  the 
consent  of  the  parties  concerned ;  but  in  such  cases,  (that  is, 
where  the  judge  has  been  of  counsel,  and  the  parties  will  not 
consent  to  his  taking  jurisdiction,)  the  cause  or  proceeding  shall 
be  commenced,  or  transferred,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  Cir- 
cuit Court."    Now  an  order  transferring  a  cause  to  another 
court,  is  obviously  a  "proceeding;"  and  the  statute  forbids 
such  transfer  without  notice  to  "the  parties  concerned."    Else 
why  are  the  words,  "  unless  by  consent  of  the  parties  con- 
cerned ?"    How  could  they  consent,  without  first  having  notice. 
There  was  no  law,  prior  to  the  act  of  1850,  authorizing  a  pro- 
bate judge  to  transfer  a  cause  to  the  Circuit  Court ;  and  the  act 
of  1B50  does  not  authorize  the  transfer,  "  unless  by  consent  of 
the  parties  concerned."    Such  cases  as  may  be  transferred 
under  the  act  of  1850,  must  be  transferred  by  "  consent  of  the 
parties  concerned,"  or  by  an  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  itself, 
upon  proper  application  and  notice. 

But  when  "  such  cases"  are  transferred  properly,  the  Circuit 
Court  can  only  take  jurisdiction  of  them,  and  proceed  therein, 
as  the  Probate  Court  might  have  done. — Acts  of  1850,  p.  86, 
§40.  Clay's  Dig.  p.  805,  §46,  shows  how  the  Probate  Court 
should  have  proceeded.  There  is  nothing  in  the  record,  which 
oould  authorize  either  court  to  settle  this  estate  as  an  insolvent 
estate.  The  ^ecutors  have  never  "  represented,"  nor  "  repor- 
ted," the  estate  to  be  insolvent ;  and  it  is  certain  that  a  record, 
or  report,  or  representation,  is  inadmissible  and  ifisufiioient  to 
prove  any  fact  whioh  oaa  only  be  inferred  from  it  by  argument. 
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McCravey  v.  Remson,  19  Ala.  480.  The  report  or  represen- 
tation of  insolvency  cannot  be  even  inferred  by  argument  from 
this  record,  when  tha  statutes  in  force  prior  to  1843  are  regar- 
ded. The  statement  of  the  condition  of  the  estate,  which  is 
relied  on  as  a  report  of  insolvency,  only  relates  to  personal 
estate  ;  it  speaks  of  a  portion  of  that  personal  estate,  appraised 
at  $1,604  ST,  as  not  sold ;  it  does  not  say  there  is  no  real 
estate  ;  nor  does  it  say  that  the  personal  estate  is  not  worth, 
and  will  not  bring,  a  much  larger  sum  than  $1,604  87  ;  it  does 
not  aver  that  the  claims  against  the  estate  are  believed  by  them 
to  be  bona  fide  or  subsisting,  but  speaks  of  them  as  '^  demands 
presented  against  said  estate,  $4,067  36  ;"  it  does  not  aver  or 
state  that  the  estate  is  insolvent.~Aikin's  Digest  (2nd  ed.) 
151  §  2 ;  Clarke  v.  West,  h  Ala.  126 ;  Lambeth  v.  Garber, 
6  Ala.  870. 

Again ;  the  record  shows  that  the  estate  owned  lands,  which 
the  executors  had  power  to  sell  under  the  will ;  that  these  lands 
were  not  included  in  the  aforesaid  statement  of  the  condition  of 
the  estate ;  that  this  statement  was  not  made  or  intended  as  a 
report  of  insolvency,  but  merely  to  get  an  order  to  sell  the  real 
estate,  on  the  ground  that  the  claims  presented  exceeded  nomi- 
nally the  personalty  sold.  This  was  not  a  good  ground  for  an 
order  to  sell  the  lands  under  the  act  of  1822  ;  but  the  object 
and  intent  was,  to  get  such  an  order  of  sale.  The  statement  is 
dated  ^pril  16,  1828  ;  while  the  bond  of  the  executors  is  dated 
JuTie  2,  1828,  and  shows  that  they  had  obtained  an  order  to  sell 
the  lands.  The  value  of  the  lands  owned  by  the  estate  is  not 
hinted  at. 

But  a  mere  report  of  insolvency,  without  more,  could  not 
authorize  the  Circuit  Court  to  treat  the  estate  as  insolvent, 
and  settle  it  as  such :  the  Orphans'  Court  must  have  ascertained 
the  fact  of  insolvency,  after  a  report  of  insolvency  was  filed, 
before  the  Circuit  Court  could  have  settled  the  estate  as  insol- 
vent.— Hollinger  v.  Holly,  8  Ala.  456. 

Even  if  the  estate  had  been  duly  reported  and  declai'ed  in- 
solvent, prior  to  1843,  the  court  erred  in  allowing  King  ^^  to 
make  aifidaTit  of  the  justice  and  validity  of  his  claim  against 
Mason-fl  estate,  and  that  the  same  was  unpaid,"  as  is  expressly 
decided  in  Askew  v.  Weissinger,  6  Ala.  907  ;  see,  also,  Martin 
v.  Baldwin,  7  Ala.  923. 
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The  case  between  Shackelford  and  King,  in  13  Ala.,  shows 
that  King  proceeds  only  as  a  creditor,  and  is  only  entitled  to 
share  in  the  demand.  On  the  petition  of  King  as  creditor,  the 
court  had  no  power  to  decree  in  favor  of  others. 

B.  T.  Pope,  contra  : 

The  first  assignment  of  error  is  not  well  taken,  because  the 
estate  was  declared  insolvent  on  the  16th  of  April,  1828,  on  the 
joint  repot t  of  the  two  executors.  The  report  is  signed  by 
both,  and  sworn  to  by  King.  These  proceedings,  and  the  order 
thereon,  are  regular ;  and  they  were  had  at  the  instance  of  the 
executors,  who  cannot  complain.  Even  if  Shackelford  had  not 
participated,  he  would  have  been  bound,  as  to  creditors,  by  the 
acts  of  his  co-executor. — Williams  and  Joy,  ex'rs,  v.  Sims,  8 
Porter  579 ;  Crothers  v.  Heirs  of  Ross,  17  Ala.  816  ;  Watts 
V.  Gayle  &  Bower,  20  Ala.  825.  The  statute  in  force  in  1828 
did  not  require  the  executor  to  ''  report  the  estate  insolvent  "' 
in  terms,  but  merely  ^^  to  exhibit  to  the  court  a  just  and  true 
account,"  &c. — Aikin's  Dig.  151  §  2. 

The  second  and  third  assignments  are  not  good,  because  there 
is  no  law  requiring  the  appointment  of  commissioners.  The 
statute  of  1850  requires  that  the  Circuit  Court  ^^sball  take  juris- 
diction of,  and  proceed  therein,  as  the  Probate  Court  might  have 
done."  The  presiding  judge  is,  for  this  purpose,  the  court. — 
Clarke  v.  West,  5  Ala.  126. 

The  fourth  assignment  cannot  be  sustained  ;  or,  at  any  rate, 
Shackelford  cannot  complain,  if  all  the  other  parties  are  satis- 
fied. The  record  shows  that  he  frequently  appeared,  in  person 
and  by  attorney,  and  made  several  motions. 

As  to  the  fifth  assignment :  The  decree  is  regular  in  ad- 
judging that  the  creditors  recover  of  Shackelford  the  aggregate 
amount  found  to  be  due  from  him  to  the  estate,  to  be  distribu- 
ted pro  rata  to  each  creditor.  The  awarding  of  execution  was 
mere  surplusage ;  and  even  this  was  not  irregular. 

As  to  the  sixth  assignment :  Shackelford  cannot  be  heard  to 
complain  that  notice  of  the  settlement  was  not  given,  or  that  he 
was  not  cited ;  after  he  is  once  in  court,  he  is  presumed  to  be 
cognizant  of  all  subsequent  proceedings. — 5  Ala.  117;  20  ib. 
825*  Nor  can  he  complain  of  any  irregularity  as  against  the 
creditors.    As  the  heirs  and  creditors  do  not  oomplain,  it  is  un* 
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material  to  Shackelford  how  the  fand  in  his  hands  is  dbtributed. 
None  of  "  the  parties  concerned"  are  complaining. 

It  \Tas  not  necessary  to  prove  the  execution  of  Shackelford's 
note,  because  there  was  no  plea  of  nan  est  factum  ;  nor  was 
there  any  denial  of  indebtedness  on  this  note.  As  the  record 
shows  that  Shackelford  had  notice  of  all  the  claims  against  the 
estate,  it  cannot  be  contended  that  it  was  necessary  for  King  to 
present  his  claim  to  Shackelford. — Acre  v.  Ross,  8  Stew.  288. 

GIBBONS,  J.— The  merits  of  the  petition  filed  by  the 
defendant,  King,  praying  that  the  plaintifi*  in  error  be  cited  to  a 
final  settlement  as  one  of  the  executors  of  Job  Mason,  deceased, 
were  settled  when  this  case  was  in  this  court  on  a  former  occa- 
sion.— Vide  King  v.  Shackelford,  13  Ala.  436.  The  judgment 
of  the  court  below,  then  under  revision,  was  one  dismissing  the 
petition  of  King,  on  the  ground  that,  in  1833,  an  order  was 
made  by  the  Orphans'  or  County  Court  of  Shelby,  removing 
the  cause  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  said  county,  because  the  then 
presiding  judge  had  been  of  counsel  in  the  case.  This  order, 
according  to  the  decision  of  the  Orphans'  Court,  deprived  the 
Orphans'  Court  of  all  jurisdiction  in  the  matter.  But  the 
Supreme  Court  decided  this  to  be  a  void  order,  and  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Orphans'  Court  was  unaffected  by  it.  In 
making  the  decision,  however,  the  court  express  their  opinion 
as  to  the  merits  of  the  petition,  and  decide  that  it  is  well  filed. 
This  relieves  us  from  any  further  discussion  of  the  merits  of 
this  petition. 

Before  proceeding  to  the  consideration  of  the  points  presented 
by  the  present  record  on  the  assignment  of  errors,  we  deem  it 
necessary  to  remark,  that  much  embarrassment  seems  to  have 
arisen  in  the  progress  of  the  cause  from  an  apparent  disregard 
of  legal  principles,  as  shown  by  some  of  the  decisions  upon  the 
subject  of  pleading  in  the  court  below.  In  the  first  place,  wo 
deem  it  quite  absurd  to  apply  to  the  pleadings  in  the  Orphans' 
Court  either  the  technical  rules  or  terms  of  the  common  law 
pleadings  ;  and  in  the  second  place,  in  their  application  as  shown 
in  the  present  record,  there  would  seem  to  be  an  entire  misap- 
prehension of  their  meaning.  To  show  this,  it  is  only  neces* 
sary  to  refer,  for  one  moment,  to  the  history  of  what,  in  a  suit  at 
common  law,  would  be  called  pleading,  but  which  in  the  present 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TERM,  1854. 188 

Shackelford  v.  King. 

■    ■■  I.  .     .  I  ■■  ■       .  II  I  ,     .       -I  II       IHP> 

proceedings  is  certainly  anomalous.  To  the  plaintiff 's  petition, 
regularly  filed,  setting  out  fully  the  ground  of  his  claim  apainst 
the  defendant,  and  calling  upon  him  to  answer  and  make  final 
settlement,  the  defendant  comes  in  and  answers,  denying  all 
assets  in  his  hands  and  his  liability  to  account  to  the  plaintiff,  or 
to  the  creditors,  for  anything  in  his  hands  or  for  anything  what* 
ever.  At  this  point  there  is  no  difficulty,  as  the  parties  are 
fairly  at  issue,  and  it  rests  for  the  court  to  decide  the  matter  of 
contest  between  them.  But  neither  party  seems  satisfied  with 
this  state  of  the  pleadings,  and  the  plaintiff  files  what  he  calls  s 
replication  to  the  defendant's  answer,  in  which  he  avers  simply 
what  he  has  already  averred  in  his  first  petition,  viz.,  that  the 
defendant  is  liable  to  account  for  the  amount  of  the  Farrell  note, 
as  security  thereon,  he  being  co-executor  of  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  Mason,  deceased.  To  this  replication  the  defend- 
ant demurs,  after  having,  by  his  previous  answer  to  the  petition, 
admitted  the  legal  sufficiency  of  the  same  facts  therein  alleged, 
and  forming  therein  the  gist  of  the  whole  petition;  and  (strange 
to  say)  the  court,  with  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  expressed 
directly  upon  this  point  before  it  to  the  contrary,  sustains  the 
demurrer  to  the  replication.  The  plaintiff  then  takes  issue 
upon  the  defendant's  answer ;  and  we  should  naturally  suppose 
that  the  trial  would  now  proceed,  as  the  parties  are  once  more 
at  issue,  and  precisely  where  they  were  when  the  defendant 
filed  his  answer  to  the  petition ;  but  no !  the  defendant  now 
demurs  to  the  plaintiff's  petition,  and  (strange  to  say)  the  court 
sustains  the  demurrer,  thus  overruling,  for  the  second  time,  the 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  expressed  in  that  very  cause, 
and  with  the  decision  before  it.  After  all  this,  when,  according 
to  the  ordinary  understanding  of  the  terms  of  pleading,  there 
was  no  cause  in  court,  the  defendant  pleads  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations, to  which  a  ilemurrer  is  filed,  and  the  demurrer  sus- 
tained by  the  court. 

Of  this  jumble  of  legal  verbiage — this  misapplication  of  legal 
technicalities — we  can  make  nothing.  In  the  discussion  of  the 
various  points  presented  by  the  record,  we  have  resolved  to  do 
what  the  Orphans'  Court  should  have  done,  viz.,  hold  the  par- 
ties to  the  issues  which  they  have  made,  and  disregard  every- 
thing in  the  shape  of  pleading  that  has  arisen  subsequent  to  the 
formation  of  such  issues.  After  the  petition  was  filed}  and  the 
12 
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answer  thereto,  the  parties  were  at  issue,  and  the  Orphans' 
Court  should  have  disregarded  and  stricken  oat  everthing  in  the 
shape  of  pleading,  arismg  after  that  time,  that  is  shown  in  the 
present  record,  as  soon  as  it  arose,  until  the  answer  of  the 
defendant  had  been  withdrawn.  The  duty  of  the  Orphans' 
Court  was,  to  inquire  into  the  facts  alleged  in  the  petition;  and 
even  whether  the  answer  of  the  defendant  was  formally  filed  or 
not,  could  make  but  little  di£ference,  except,  that  by  so  filing  his 
answer,  he  admitted  the  legal  sufficiency  of  the  petition,  and 
while  such  answer  remained  he  could  not  be  heard  by  way  of 
demurrer. 

The  first  assignment  of  error  is,  that  the  court  erred  in  set- 
tling the  estate  as  one  declared  insolvent. 

This  assignment  of  error,  in  our  opinion,  is  not  well  taken. — 
It  appears,  by  the  record,  that  the  executors,  both  King  and 
Shackelford,  as  long  ago  as  the  16th  of  April,  1828,  made  a 
report  of  the  assets  and  debts  of  the  estate,  by  which  it  appears 
that  the  assets  were  $4169  48,  and  the  debts  $4816  86 ; 
and  on  the  same  day  the  court  accepts  the  report,  in  which, 
says  the  court,  ^^  it  appears  that  the  estate  is  insolvent,"  and 
orders  that  the  report  be  recorded.  At  the  same  time  it  pro- 
ceeds, as  in  an  insolvent  estate,  to  take  the  legal  steps  for  the 
sale  of  the  real  estate  of  the  decedent.  This,  accor^og  to  the 
law  as  it  then  stood,  was  all  that  was  necessary  to  give  the 
court  jurisdiction  of  an  estate  as  insolvent ;  and  having  once 
obtained  jurisdiction,  it  would  retain  it  until  it  was  finally  set- 
tled, or  at  least  until  all  the  debts  were  paid  and  the  estate 
shown  to  be  solvent. 

But  it  is  insisted,  in  the  second  assignment  of  error,  that  the 
court  erred  in  taking  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  after  it  had  been 
finally  disposed  of  by  the  entry  nunc  pro  tunc^  of  the  12th  of 
March,  1849,  of  the  judgment  upon  the  demurrer  to  the  peti- 
tion, as  of  the  fireit  of  June,  1848 ;  and  as  this  demurrer  put 
an  end  to  the  whole  proceeding,  therefore,  after  this  judgment 
was  formally  entered  nunc  pro  tunc^  there  was  no  longer  any 
case  in  court.  The  remarks  which  we  have  already  made  as 
to  the  pleadings  in  this  cause,  we  deem  a  sufficient  answer  to 
this  assignment  of  error.  The  entry  of  this  judgment  nunc 
pro  tunc^  was,  at  best,  but  part  and  parcel  of  the  jumble  of 
legpd  teohmcal  terms  which  are  so  abundant  in  this  case*    We 
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have  already  stated,  that  we  should  disregard  entirely  all  the 
show  of  pleadings  after  the  parties  were  at  issue,  and  this 
judgment  is  only  an  extension  of  what  should,  in  the  state  of 
the  record  at  the  time  it  was  rendered,  never  have  had  a 
beginning. 

It  is  also  assigned  for  error,  that  the  court  did  not  appoint 
commissioners  to  settle  the  estate.  As  we  construe  the  act  of 
11th  of  February,  1860,  it  was  not  the  duty  of  the  circuit 
judge  to  appoint  such  commissioners.  Under  the  law,  as  it 
stood  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act,  it  would  have  been  the 
duty  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  have  appointed  commissioners ; 
but  the  language  of  the  act  is :  ^^And  said  court  shall  take 
jurisdiction  of,  and  proceed  therein,  as  the  Probate  Court  might 
have  done.''  This  language  we  deem  clear  and  unequivocal.  It 
is  simply  the  substitution  of  the  circuit  for  the  probate  judge; 
and  in  such  cases,  the  Circuit  Court  becomes,  for  the  time 
being,  a  Probate  Court,  and  should,  in  all  respects,  be  gov* 
erned  by  the  rules  operating  upon  the  Probate  Court. 

The  fourth  and  fifth  assignments  of  error,  that  the  court  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  settle  the  estate  in  the  manner  in  which  it 
did,  and  that  the  court  erred  in  the  decree  which  it  rendered 
in  the  cause,  we  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  notice,  except  to 
remark,  that  we  consider  them  as  covered  by  what  we  have 
already  said  or  shall  hereafter  say  in  the  progress  of  this  dia- 
coasion. 

To  the  sixth  assignment  of  error  we  have  but  to  remark,  that 
we  do  not  consider  that  the  statute  of  limitations  of  six  years 
applies  to  the  case  presented  by  the  plaintiff's  petition,  and  the 
demurrer  to  it  was  therefore  properly  sustained. 

The  seventh  and  last  assignment  of  error  presents  the  various 
matters  exhibited  by  the  bill  of  exceptions.  It  seems  that,  at 
the  threshhold  of  the  trial  of  the  cause  in  the  Circuit  Court, 
the  defendant  made  four  objections  to  proceeding  with  the  trial, 
to-wit:  1st,  that  it  did  not  appear  from  the  record  that  any 
sufficient  notice  of  the  settlement  had  been  given,  by  publica- 
tion or  otherwise  ;  2nd,  that  no  citation  had  issued  to  Shackel- 
fonl  to  appear  and  settle  his  accounts  ;  8rd,  that  the  court  was 
bound  to  appoint  commissioners  to  settle  the^estate ;  4th,  that 
the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  cause. 

With  regard  to  the  first  of  these  objections  we  have  to 
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remark,  that  this  case  had  been  pending  in  court  since  1846, 
and  the  defendant  had  had  an  abundance  of  time  to  t^ake  all 
necessary  steps  to  call  in  the  creditors  of  the  estate  and  other 
persons  interested  therein.  When  an  executor  goes  into  court 
to  settle  his  accounts,  it  is  his  duty  to  see  that  the  proper  steps 
are  taken  to  give  the  necessary  notices.  The  record  shows  no 
effi)rt  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  give  the  legal  notices,  and 
he  would  not  be  heard  to  make  the  objection  on  the  trial  that  he 
had  not  done  his  duty.  Besides,  in  the  situation  in  which  this 
defendant  presents  himself  before  the  court,  we  do  not  regard 
his  position  as  one  to  which  the  ordinary  rules  as  to  notice  would 
be  applicable.  He  is  not  the  sole  executor,  nor  is  he  called 
before  the  court  but  for  a  single  purpose,  viz.,  to  pay  in  the 
amount  of  the  note,  as  to  which  the  other  and  active  executor 
has  no  other  means  for  the  enforcement  of  its  collection.  Besides, 
the  estate  is  an  insolvent  one,  and  all  the  creditors  are  parties 
to  the  proceeding ;  if  they  are  satisfied  with  the  notice  given, 
whatever  it  may  have  been,  or  if  there  was  none  at  all,  it  does 
not  lie  with  the  defendant  to  make  the  objection. 

.  As  to  the  second  objection,  it  is  sufiicient  to  say,  the  defend- 
ant answered  the  petition  of  the  plaintiff  on  two  several  occa- 
sions, viz.,  once  on  the  14th  of  December,  1846,  and  again  on 
the  13th  day  of  May,  1848.  These  answers,  independent  of 
two  notices  found  in  the  record,  one  served  on  him  and  the  other 
on  his  counsel,  by  the  sheriff,  and  citing  him  to  appear  before 
the  court  and  settle  his  accounts,  we  think  preclude  him  from 
saying  that  he  has  not  been  cited  to  settle  his  accounts.  Besides, 
that  is  a  novel  objection  for  a  man  to  make,  in  person  or  by 
counsel,  in  open  court  on  the  trial. 

As  to  the  third  and  fourth  objections,  they  have  already  been 
disposed  of  by  what  has  been  already  said  in  the  preceding 
remarks. 

We  see  no  error  in  the  court's  looking  at  the  papers  in  the 
cause  on  the  trial,  nor  in  allowing  the  plaintiff  to  offer  in  evi- 
dence the  note  of  Job  Mason,  due  to  himself,  without  proof  of 
its  execution.  Nor  was  there  error  in  allowing  the  note  to  be 
read  in  evidence,  on  which  the  defendant  is  sought  to  be  charged, 
without  proof  of  its  execution.  The  execution  of  neither  of 
these  notes  could  be  denied,  without  being  put  in  issue  by  the 
proper  plea.    Nor  was  there  error  in  the  court's  compelling  the 
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defendant  to  contest  the  plaintiff's  claim  immediately,  if  at  all. 
It  surely  would  have  been  most  extraordinary,  if,  after  the  trial 
was  in  part  concluded,  the  defendant  could,  for  the  first  time, 
raise  an  objection  to  the  justice  of  the  plaintiff's  demand  against 
the  estate  of  Mason,  and  have  allowed  to  him  then  three  months 
more  for  the  purpose  of  contesting  the  same.  The  court  was 
right  in  proceeding  with  the  trial. 

The  defendant  then  contended,  that  the  estate  had  never  been 
declared  insolvent,  and  objected  to  proceeding  further  for  that 
reason.  This  objection  has  already  been  disposed  of  by  what 
has  already  been  said  upon  this  subject. 

^^  The  defendant  then  objected  that  there  was  no  sufiicient 
proof  of  any  claims  against  the  estate,  and  that  the  creditors 
had  not  proved  their  claims  sufficiently  and  legally."  We  have 
already  seen  that  the  plaintiff  had  sufficiently  proved  his  claim, 
and  if  he  did  not  object  as  to  the  degree  of  proof  of  the  oth«r 
creditors,  and  none  of  the  creditors  made  any  objections,  we  see 
no  reason  why  the  defendant  should  be  allowed  to  make  any. — 
Besides,  it  is  not  stated  what  the  proof  was,  which  was  made  by 
the  creditors,  other  than  as  to  that  offered  by  the  plaintiff,  and, 
therefore,  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  say  whether  the  proof  was 
sufficient  or  not.  This  view  is  at  once  sufficient  to  show  that 
there  is  no  error  apparent  from  this  ruling  of  the  court  below. 

The  defendant  then  proved,  by  the  plaintiff,  that  his  particu- 
lar demand  had  never  been  presented  to  him  as  co-executor,  and 
on  that  account  moved  the  rejection  of  the  plaintiff's  claim. 
The  court  overruled  this  objection,  and  we  think  very  properly. 
On  referring  to  one  of  the  early  schedules  of  the  debts  of  said 
estate,  filed  in  the  Orphans'  Court  by  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant, as  co-executors  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Job 
Mason,  deceased,  we  find  this  claim  of  the  plaintiff  there  in  the 
schedule,  and  the  same  is  signed  by  the  defendant  as  one  of  the 
executors.  This  was  as  long  ago  as  1828*  No  objection  seems 
to  Iiave  been  made  to  the  plaintiff 's  demand,  from  that  time 
to  the  present,  and  yet  the  defendant  has  been  all  the  while  the 
co-executor  of  the  estate.  We  think  it  is  now  too  late  for  the 
defendant  to  deny  that  the  claim  had  been  presented  to  him ;  in 
other  words,  that  bis  acts  in  the  premises  estop  him  from  denying 
•ach  presentation. 

We  have  bat  to  add,  that  we  find  no  error  in  the  reoord  of 

Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


174  ALABAMA. 


Robinson  v.  Drommond. 


which  the  defendant  can  complain,  and  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  is  affirmed. 


L1QOM9  J*,  not  sitting. 


ROBINSON  vs.  DRUMMOND. 
u  m 

jj^  ^^         I.    Although  the  several  counts  in  a  declaration  should  be   considered,  on 
I  24   174  demurrer,  as  separate  and  distinct,  yet,  where  one  expressly  refers  to  another, 

1 137  _49i  ^g  latter,  although  abandoned,  may  be  looked  to  in  aid  of  the  former. 

1^  ^1  2.  In  an  action  of  slander  for  words  spoken  charging  plaintiff  with  the  crime 
of  arson,  the  words  laid  were :  '^  I  next  morning  saw  a  track  going  to,  and 
returning  from  the  house.  The  toes  turned  in ;  and  I  know  of  but  one  man 
who  owes  me  enmity  enough  to  do  such  ^  thing,  and  you  know  whom  I 
mean,  6.  D."  (plaintiff) :  Held,  that  the  words  were  not,  of  themselves, 
actionable  ;  and,  as  there  was  no  averment  of  any  matter  of  fact  tending  to 
identify  the  plaintiff  as  the  person  who  made  the  tracks,  the  count  was 
demurrable. 
3.  When  justification  and  the  general  issue  are  pleaded  to  an  action  of  slan- 
der, if  defendant  fails  to  establish  the  former  plea,  it  may  be  conddered  by 
the  jury  in  aggravation  of  damages. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Autauga. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Nat.  Cook. 

This  was  an  action  of  slander,  brought  by  Benjamin  J.  Dram* 
mond  against  Raymond  Robinson.  The  declaration  contained 
two  counts,  to  each  of  which  there  was  a  demurrer.  The 
demurrers  were  overruled,  but  the  plaintiff  afterwards  abandoned 
his  first  count.  l*he  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty  and  justifi- 
cation.    The  facts  are  particularly  noted  in  the  opinion. 

Belskr  &  Rice,  ind  Watts,  Judge  &  Jackson,  for  appel- 
Innt : 

1.  If  the  words  set  fortli  in  a  count  in  slander  are  not 
actionable  per  $e^  an  innuendo  that  by  the  speaking  of  such  words 
the  defendant  meant  to  impute  some  felony  to  the  plaintiff,  will 


Digitized  by  VjOOQiC 


January  term,  1864.  176 


Robinson  v.  Drommond. 


not  help  the  count.  Such  count  is  defective,  without  an  aver- 
ment that  the  words  were  spoken  with  intent  to  charge  a  crime. 
— Andrews  v.  Woodmansee,  15  Wend.  R.  282 ;  Gibson  v. 
Williams,  4  Wend.  R.  321 ;  Rundell  v.  Butler,  7  Barb.  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  260 ;  Dorland  v.  Patterson,  23  Wend.  Rep.  422  ; 
Sasser  v.  Rouse,  13  Iredell's  Law  Rep.  142^ 

2.  If  the  words  are  not  actionable  per  se^  they  will  not  sup- 
port  an  action  of  slander,  unless  two  things  are  averred  and 
proved :  1st,  that  defendant  meant  thereby  to  impute  a  felony 
or  crime  ;  2d,  that  those  who  heard  the  words  spoken,  under- 
stood them  to  convey  such  slanderous  imputation.  The  reason 
for  this  is,  that  both  malice  and  damages  must  concur,  in  order 
to  ^ve  a  ground  of  action. 

3.  Where  a  statute  gives  the  right  to  defendant  to  plead  as 
many  pleas  as  he  deems  necessary  to  his  defence,  the  exercise 
of  that  legal  right  cannot  constitute  a  legal  ground  for  increas* 
ing  the  plaintiff's  damages.  Whatever  may  have  been  the 
common  law,  in  a  case  where  the  plea  of  justification  only  was 
pleaded,  can  make  no  difference,  in  a  case  arising  under  our 
statute. — Montgomery  v.  Richardson,  5  Carr.  &  Payne  247  ; 
Firmin  v.  Crucifix,  5  Carr.  &  Payne  97.  These  cases  show, 
that  the  rule  which  applies  where  there  is  only  one  issue,  has 
no  application  where  there  are  several.  If  it  be  conceded  that, 
at  common  law,  the  charge  of  the  court  was  correct,  our  stat- 
ute changes  the  common  law  in  this  respect.  It  would  be  strange 
to  hold  that  where  a  statute*  gives  the  defendant  a  right,  the 
exercise  of  that  right  should  increase  his  liability. — Swails  v. 
Butcher,  2  Carter's  (Indiana)  Rep.  84 ;  Wright  v.  Lindsay, 
20  Ala.  Rep.  428. 

4.  One  of  several  pleas  cannot  be  ^'  given  in  evidence"  by 
the  plaintiff. — Harrington  v.  Macmorris,  5  Taunton's  Rep. 
283 ;  Weight  v.  Lindsay,  19  Ala.  Rep.  428.  In  the  assessment 
of  damages,  as  well  as  in  finding  the  facts,  the  jury  are  confined 
by  their  oath,  and  by  the  law,  to  the  matters  which  are  ^^  given 
in  evidence."  If  one  of  several  pleas  cannot  be  "  given  in  evi- 
dence" by  the  plaintiff,  the  jury  cannot  consider  it  in  mitigation, 
or  in  aggravation  of  damages. — Montgomery  v.  Richardson,  5 
Carr.  &  Payne  247  ;  Firmin  &  Crucifix,  5  Carr.  &  Payne  97. 

5.  The  charge  cannot  be  supported  ;  for  it  left  the  jury  no 
disoretiou ;  it  declared  as  matter  of  law,  that  they  "  must'" 
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consider  the  plea  of  justification,  and  the  failure  to  prove  it,  in 
aggravation  of  damages.  This  never  ^vas  the  rule,  and  never 
ought  to  be  ;  for  cases  can  easily  be  imagined,  where  the  failure 
to  sustain  such  pica  by  proof,  could  not  justly  be  taken  as 
aggravation. 

6.  The  general  rule  excludes  the  opinion  of  witnesses.  The 
opinions  allowed  as  evidence  in  this  case,  do  not  fall  within  any 
exception  to  the  general  rule.— Sasser  v.  Rouse,  18  Iredell's 
Law  Rep.  142. 

7.  The  opinion  of  the  witness  as  to  how  he  understood  the 
words,  was  irrelevant;  for  there  is  no  averment  that  any  person 
understood  the  words  in  any  particular  sense. — Before  proof  on 
that  point  could  be  admitted,  it  was  essential  that  there  should 
have  been  an  averment  to  which   it  could  apply. 

The  case  of  Jackson  v.  Stetson  et  to:.,  15  Mass.  Rep.  43|  is 
pronounced  by  Judge  Woodbury  *'  contrary  to  immemorial  prac- 
tice, as  well  as  authority." — Cilley  v.  Jenness,  2  New  Hamp. 
Rep.  89,  90. 

Elmore  &  Yancey,  contra  : 

1.  The  demurrer  was  properly  overruled;  because  tho 
words  spoken  contained  an  allusion  to  the  averment  of  the  felo* 
nious  burning  of  the  house,  a  statement  that  he  had  examined 
the  tracks  going  to  and  fro,  and  that  there  was  but  one  man 
inimical  enough  to  do  such  a  thing,  viz  .  Drummond.  The  pre- 
vious averment  is,  that  he  spoke  the^e  words  '^  of  and  concern- 
ing the  plaintiff.''  The  case  cited  from  23d  Wendell  sustains 
this  declaration  ;  the  first  count  sustained  in  that  case  is  the 
only  one  analogous  to  this  declaration.  Reference  may  be 
made  in  a  declaration  to  a  previous  count,  which  has  been  held 
bad  on  demurrer,  for  dates,  and,  by  parity  of  reasoning,  to  aver- 
ments and  inducements. — Mardis  v.  Shackelford,  6  Ala.  433  ; 
Morrison  v.  Spears,  8  ib.  93. 

2.  If  words  are  ambiguous,  or  doubtful  in  meaning,  or  in 
their  applicability,  plaintiff  has  a  right,  in  an  action  of  slander, 
to  inquire  how  the  bystanders  understood  them. — 2  Stark,  on 
Slander,  m.  p.  61 ;  2  Sup.  U.  S.  Digest,  p.  326,  §  229;  16 
Vermont  245  ;  Morgan  v.  Livingston,  2  Richardson  582. 

8.  A  plea  of  justification  in  slander,  if  not  sustained,  is  an 
aggravation  of  the  slander.— Lea  v.  Robertsoui  1  Stewart  188 } 
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Nelson  v.  Nations,  5  Yerger  211;  Jackson  v.  Stetson,  16 
Mass.  48.  The  case  in  2d  Carter,  cited  by  defendant,  contains 
no  reason  for  the  opinion ;  it  is  doubtless  based  on  the  opinion, 
that,  if  the  testimony  under  the  plea  of  justification  fails  to 
establish  it,  it  may  yet  be  looked  to  in  mitigation.— See,  also, 
U.  S.  Digest  for  1850,  p.  810,  §  92;  Shelton  y.  Simmons,  12 
Ala.  466.  The  statute  which  allows  a  defendant  to  plead  at 
many  pleas  as  he  may  deem  ^^  necessary  to  his  defence,"  is  like 
any  other  law  of  privilege ;  it  must  be  exercised  with  reference 
to  the  rights  of  others  ;  as,  the  law  of  speech,  of  writing  and 
publishing,  of  carrying  arms,  &c.  It  is  not  ^^  the  exercise  of 
that  legal  right,"  but  its  abuse,  which  is  made  a  ^^  legal  ground 
for  increasing  plaintiff's  damages;"  the  failure  to  prove  the 
plea,  shows  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  defendant's  defence. 
Our  statute  does  not  take  away  the  common  law  liability  as  to 
such  a  plea ;  the  extension  of  privileges  cannot  be  argued  as  an 
exemption  from  the  consequences  of  a  malicious  act.  The  plea 
of  justification  was  not  offered  in  evidence  under  the  general 
issue.  The  slander  was  proved ;  and  the  charge  was,  that,  if 
proved,  the  failure  to  sustain  the  plea  of  justification  was  an' 
aggravation. 

The  case  of  Jackson  V.  Stetson,  nipra,  has  never  been  pro- 
nounced by  Judge  Woodbury  ^^  to  be  contrary  to  immemorial 
practice,  as  well  as  authority  ;"  on  the  contrary,  in  the  cue 
cited  in  2  New  Hamp.  89,  he  decides,  that  where  a  creditor,  in 
one  count  of  his  declaration,  admits  certain  articles  to  have 
been  returned,  he  cannot  recover  for  those  articles. 

CHILTON,  C.  J. — The  declaration  contains  two  counts,  to 
each  of  which  there  was  a  demurrer,  but  they  were  held  suffi- 
cient. Afterwards,  the  plaintiff  below  abandoned  the  first 
count,  60  that  if  there  was  error  in  overruling  the  demurrer  to 
it,  no  injury  has  resulted  to  the  defendant  by  reason  of  such 
error. 

Wo  shall  first  address  ourselves  to  the  questions  presented 
in  argument  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  second  count. 

It  is  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  appeal,  that 
this  count  is  bad,  because  the  words  charged  are  not  actionable 
in  themselves,  and  there  is  no  averment  that  they  were  spoktn 
with  intent  to  charges  crime. 
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We  should  observe  that,  in  considering  this  coanti  it  should 
not  be  regarded  as  isolated  from  the  first  count  in  the  deolara- 
tion,  although  that  was  abandoned  ;  but  so  far  as  that  count  is 
referred  to  in  this,  it  should  be  looked  to  as  aiding  it.  The  sev- 
eral counts  of  a  declaration  are  regarded  as  its  several  parts, 
or  sections ;  and  it  is  not  only  permissible,  but  often  verjr  pro- 
per, to  avoid  unnecessary  repetition  and  prolixity,  that  one 
should  refer  to  another.  If,  however,  there  is  not  an  express 
reference,  the  several  counts  are  considered  as  distinct  as  if 
contained  in  separate  declarations. — 1  Saund.  on  PI.  &  Ev. 
417  ;  Mardis'  Adm'r  v.  Shackelford,  6  Ala.  R.  486,  and  cases 
cited. 

The  first  count  avers,  by  way  of  inducement,  that  one  Ray- 
mond Robinson,  before  the  speaking  of  the  words,  was  the  owner 
of  a  dwelling  house,  which  had  been  feloniously  set  fire  to,  and 
burned  down  in  the  night  time ;  that  the  plaintiff,  before  that 
time,  had  never  been  suspected  of  the  crime  of  arson,  &c.,  but 
the  defendant,  maliciously  intending  to  injure  him,  and  to  cause 
it  to  be  suspected  and  believed  that  he  had  been,  and  was,  guilty 
of  arson,  and  to  subject  him  to  the  pains  anil  penalties  provi- 
ded by  the  laws  of  this  State  agaiui$t  persons  guilty  thereof, 
heretofore,  to-wit:  on,  &c.,  spoke  and  published,  &c. 

The  second  count,  referring  to  the  first,  avers,  that  on  the 
day  and  year  aforesaid,  at,  &c.,  aforesaid,  the  said  defendant, 
in  a  certain  other  discourse,  which  he  then  and  there  had,  of  and 
concerning  the  said  plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said 
burning  of  the  said  house,  and  further  contriving  and  intending 
as  aforesaid,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  said  last  mentioned 
citizens,  falsely  and  maliciously  spoke  and  published,  of  and 
concerning  the  said  plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said 
burning  of  said  house,  the  false,  scandalous,  malicious  and  de- 
famatory words  following,  that  is  to  say:  "  I  (meaning  thereby 
the  said  defendant)  next  morning  noticed  a  track  going  to  and 
from  the  house.  The  toes  turned  in  ;  and  I  (meaning  said  de- 
fendant) know  of  but  one  man  who  owes  me  enmity  enough  to 
do  such  a  thing,  (meaning  thereby  the  felonious  burning  of  the 
house  aforesaid,)  and  3'ou  (meaning  one  of  the  said  last  men- 
tioned citizens)  know  ^vhom  I  (meaning  ^M  defendant)  mean. 
Ben  Drummond;''  thereby,  then  and  there, \  meaning  and  in- 
tending to  charge  said  plaintiff  with  having  feloniously  set  fire 
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to,  and  buroed  in  the  night  time,  the  inhabited  dwelling  house 
of  said  defendant.     By  means  whereof,  &c. 

We  have  thus  carefully  extracted  so  much  of  the  two  counts 
as  must  be  taken  together,  in  order  that  we  might  the  more 
accurately  determine  whether  they  contain  sufficient  ayermeots 
to  authorize  the  inference  of  the  imputation  of  a  crime. 

The  general  rule,  in  slander,  requires  that  the  words  sliould 
be  taken  in  their  ordinary  acceptation ;  and  to  enable  the  court 
to  determine  whether,  when  so  considered,  thefy  impute  a  crime, 
the  words  must  be  set  out,  at  least  substantially,  in  the  decla- 
ration. 

Yet,  as  the  vilest  slanders  may  be  perpetrated  by  words, 
which,  in  themselves  considered,  may  appear  harmless,  but 
which,  if  taken  in  connection  with  surrounding  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances, may  impute  the  commission  of  crime,  certain  ez« 
ceptions  have  been  engrafted  upon  the  general  rule,  which  may 
be  thus  stated : 

1.  Where  the  words,  in  their  ordinary  acceptation,  do  not 
impute  a  slanderous  charge,  but  are  susceptibk  oj  such  a  tnean- 
ing,  and  the  plaintiff  avers  certain  facts  with  which  they  stand 
connected,  or  to  which  they  relate,  and  from  which  it  may  rea- 
sonably be  inferred  that  they  were  not  used  in  their  ordmary 
sense,  but  as  imputing  a  crime,  upon  proof  of  such  averment, 
it  is  to  be  left  to  the  jury  to  decide  whether  the  words  were  used 
in  the  sense  imputed  to  them.  To  say  of  A,  ^^  he  is  the  man 
who  took  B's  horse/'  implies  no  charge  of  a  crime,  for  he  may 
have  taken  him  very  innocently  by  the  owner's  consent ;  but  if 
it  be  averred  that  B's  horse  bad  been  feloniously  stolen  from 
him,  and  in  a  conversation  in  reference  to  said  larceny,  and  as 
to  the  person  who  committed  it,  these  words  were  spoken,  then, 
on  proof  of  such  averment,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  determine 
whether  the  word  ^^  took  "  was  not  used  as  a  synonyme  for 
'*  stole,"  and  was  not  intended  to  impute  to  the  plaintiff  the 
commission  of  a  larceny. 

2.  The  second  exception  is,  where  the  charge  is  made  by 
the  use  of  some  cant  phrase,  nick-name,  or  words  having  a  local 
meaning,  or  by  ironical  expressions,  in  all  cases,  where  the  defend- 
ant, taking  advantage  of  some  knowledge  which  the  hearers  pos- 
sess, and  which  Will  enable  them  fully  to  interpret  and  comprc- 
htiid  his  moaning  as  imputing  a  slanderous  charge,  yet  clothes 
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the  charge  in  such  language,  as,  taken  in  its  ordinary  sense, 
would  appear  harmless,  and  impute  no  crime,  the  plaintiff  may 
reooTer,  by  averring  and  proving  the  meaning  of  such  phrases, 
or  words  of  local  signification,  or  that  the  words  were  ironically 
used,  and  were  employed  to  convey,  and  did  convey  to  the 
hearers,  the  imputation  of  a  certain  crime,  or  by  averring  the 
knowledge  of  the  hearers  with  respect  to  some  collateral  fact, 
which  enabled  them  to  understand  the  meaning,  and  to  afSz  the 
slanderous  import.  In  such  cases,  however,  as  fall  within  this 
exception,  it  must  be  averred  that  the  defendant  meant  to 
impute  the  slanderous  charge  by  the  use  of  the  words,  and 
<<  that  they  were  so  understood  by  the  persons  to  whom  they 
were  addressed." — Sasser  v.  Rouse,  18  Ircd.  Law  Rep.  145, 
where  it  is  correctly  said,  these  averments  are  traversable,  and 
mast  be  proven ;  and  that  this  is  the  only  case  where  the  wit- 
ness is  allowed  to  give  his  understanding  of  the  meaning  of  the 
words,  because  the  averment  could  be  proved  in  no  other  way. 
Mr.  Starkie,  we  are  aware,  lays  down  a  different  rule,  as  to  the 
examination  of  witnesses  to  prove  their  understanding,  and  does 
not  confine  such  proof  to  cases  of  this  kind ;  but  he  is  not  sns> 
tained,  either  upon  principle,  or  the  authority  of  adjudged 
cases ;  for,  if  witnesses  were  in  all  cases  allowed  to  depose  as 
to  the  sense  in  which  they  understood  the  words,  no  one  would 
be  secure  against  slander  suits,  who  should  speak  in  the  pres- 
ence  of  ignorant,  prejudiced  or  corrupt  persons,  however  inof- 
fensive his  language  might  be  in  its  ordinary  signification. — IS 
Iredell's  Law  Rep.,  145, 146  ;  11  ib.  358. 

3.  The  third  exception  is,  where  the  words  impute  a  slan- 
derous charge  in  their  ordinary  sense,  but  the  defendant  proves 
a  fact  from  which  an  inference  may  be  drawn  that  they  were 
not  used  in  that  sense,  he  may  insistupon  having  the  jury  pass 
upon  the.  intent. 

Applying  these  rules  to  the  case  before  us,  it  is  clear  that  it 
is  not  brought  within  either  of  the  exceptions  above  laid  down. 
There  is  no  aveiment,  from  which  an  inference  may  be  drawn 
that  the  words  are  used  in  any  other  than  their  ordinary  sense. 
The  question,  then,  arises,  on  the  demurrer,  whether,  when  thus 
construed,  they  impute  a  charge  of  a  criminal  offence.  Omitting 
the  innuendoes,  which  only  serve  to  explain,  but  cannot  enlarge 
the  sense,  the  words  are,  ^'  I  next  morning  saw  a  track  going 
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to,  and  returning  from  tho  house.  The  toes  turned  in;  and  I  know 
of  but  one  man  who  owes  me  enmity  enough  to  do  such  a  thing, 
and  you  know  whom  I  mean,  Ben  Drummond.''  It  is  not  stated, 
or  intimated,  that  the  track  was  that  of  the  plaintiff.  There 
is  no  averment  that  there  was  an  attempt  to  describe  the  plain- 
tiff, or  to  identify  him  as  the  person  making  the  track,  and  con- 
sequently as  the  person  who  set  fire  to  the  dwelling,  by  stating 
that,  from  any  peculiarity  of  his  walk  or  conformation,  he  would 
likely  have  made  such  track,  and  thus  to  single  him  out  as  the 
guilty  agent,  by  the  expression  "  the  toes  turned  in." 

The  latter  clause  of  the  sentence  clearly  involves  no  slander- 
ous charge.;  it  merely  amounts  to  an  assertion  that  the  defend- 
ant knew  of  but  one  man  who  owed  him  enmity  enough  to  do 
such  a  thing,  and  that  was  the  plaintiff.  If,  however,  there 
bad  been  an  averment  of  some  matter  of  fact  tending  to  iden- 
tify the  plaintiff  as  the  person  making  the  track,  aided  by  the 
fact  that  his  enmity  towards  the  defendant  furnished  a  motive 
for  doing  the  act,  the  cause  then  should  properly  have  gone  to 
the  jnry,  to  determine  whether  such  words,  coupled  with  sucb 
averment,  do  not  impute  a  criminal  charge.  As  the  count  now 
stands,  unaided  by  any  such  averment,  we  cannot  bold,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  that  it  contains  an  imputation  of  a  criise.  The 
stating  of  the  intent  and  meaning  by  way  of  innuendo,  as  we  have 
said,  does  not  aid  the  count,  as  it  does  not  enlarge  the  sense  of 
the  words. 

For  the  error  in  overruling  the  demurrer  to  the  second  count, 
the  cause  must  be  reversed  and  remanded  ;  but,  as  there  is 
another  question  involved  which  will  arise  upon  a  subsequent 
trial,  it  is  proper  now  to  decide  it.  The  question  alluded  to  is, 
as  to  the  effect  of  the  plea  of  justification  upon  the  subject  of 
damages,  when  that  pica  is  accompanied  with  the  general  issue. 

The  court  below  was  of  opinion,  that  that  plea  must  be  looked 
to,  if  the  defendant  l\^d  failed  to  prove  it,  in  aggravation  of 
damage.  We  are  of  the  same  opinion.  When  the  jury  have 
ascertained,  upon  the  general  issue,  that  the  defendant  mali- 
ciously  spoke  and  published  the  slander  as  charged,  and  come 
to  try  the  question  whether  the  charge  was  true  upon  the  plea 
of  justification,  they  see  in  this  plea,  if  it  be  false,  a  re-affirma- 
tion of  the  slander  upon  the  records  of  the  court,  by  which  the 
defendant  has  done  the  plaintiff  a  new  injury.    If^tho  evidence 
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in  support  of  the  justification  only  goes  part  of  the  way,  and 
fails  to  make  it  goo*!,  it  is  disregarded,  as  it  is  unjust  to  allow 
a  defendant  to  obtain  any  advantage  by  offering  to  prove  more 
than  he  can,  and  this,  too,  by  proof  which  could  only  be  intro 
duced  under  his  false  plea,  and  would  have  been  rejected  under 
the  general  issue.  See  cases  cited  by  the  counsel  for  defendant 
in  appeal.  The  statute  which  authorizes  the  defendant  to  plead 
as  many  pleas  as  is  necessary  to  his  defence,  does  not  affect 
this  principle. 

We  need  not  examine  the  other   questions,  as  they   will  not 
Hkely  again  arise. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remandeil. 


LOGAN  vs.  THE  STATE. 


1.  Under  a  count  in  an  indictment  for  gaming,  charging  the  defendant  with 
playing  cards  "  at  a  storehouse  then  and  there  for  retailing  spirituoas  liq- 
uors," no  conviction  can  be  had,  upon  proof  that  the  playing  took  place  "  near 
a  house  formerly  used  for  retailing,  but  which  was  not  then  so  used.** 

Erroe  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  St.  Clair. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Turner  Reavis. 

Jambs  Logan  and  Allen  Box  were  indicted  for  gaming.  The 
indictment  contained  eight  counts  ;  the  first  charging,  that  the 
playing  took  place  at  ^^  a  tavern  ;"  the  second,  that  it  took 
place  ^^  at  a  storehouse  then  and  there  for  retailing  spirituous 
liquors;"  the  third,  "  at  a  place  where  spirituous  liquors  were 
then  and  there  retailed  ;"  the  fourth,  "  at  a  place  where  spir 
ituous  liquors  were  then  and  there  given  away ;"  the  fifth,  '^  at 
a  house  then  and  there  a  public  house  ;"  the  sixth,  '^  on  a  high- 
way ;"  the  seventh,  "  at  a  public  place  ;"  and  the  eighth,  "at 
an  outhouse  where  people  did  then  and  there  resort." 

On  the  trial  of  Logan,  the  State  proved  that  he  played  cards, 
between  the  time  specified  in  the  indictment  and  the  time  the 
indictment  was  found,  in  said  county,  "  at  a  place  nineteen 
yards  distant  from  the  aide  of  a  highway  in  said  county  ;  that 
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the  playing  was  in  the  night  time,  between  the  hoars  of  ten  and 
twelve,  and  by  dim  moonlight ;  that  there  were  no  persons  pres- 
ent but  those  engaged  in  the  game,  and  that  no  person  passed 
the  road  while  the  game  was  going  on;  that  the  light  afforded  by 
the  moon  was  so  dim,  that  no  person  passing  by  along  the  road 
could  have  distingaished  that  the  players  had  cards  in  their 
hands,  though  the  persons  themselves  might  have  been  seen  ; 
that  the  card*players  themselves  were  compelled  to  hold  the 
cards  dose  to  their  eyes,  to  see  what  they  were  ;  that  there 
were  no  obstructions  between  the  card-players  and  the  road, 
bat  they  were  nineteen  yards  from  it,  on  a  log,  playing  by  the 
dim  light  of  the  moon ;  that  this  was  at  a  place  near  which 
there  were  no  houses,  except  a  house  that  had  been  used  for 
retailing,  but  which  was  not  used  for  that  purpose  at  that  time; 
that  there  were  no  persons  at,  in  or  about  said  house,  except 
the  card-players,  and  they  were  about  twenty-nine  yards  from 
it.  This  was  all  the  proof,  and  the  court  charged  the  jury, 
that  they  must  find  the  defendant  guilty  under  the  second 
count  of  the  indictment,  if  they  believed  the  evidence.  To  this 
charge  the  defendant  excepted.'' 

J.  L.  CuERY  and  S.  F.  Rice,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
M.  A.  Baldwin,  Attorney  General,  con/ra. 

LIGON,  J. — The  charge  of  the  court  is  erroneous.  The 
proof  shows,  that  no  spirituous  liquors  were  retailed  at  the 
house  near  which  the  playing  took  place,  at  the  time  the  par- 
ties played.  The  second  count  in  the  indictment,  under  which 
the  conviction  was  had,  charges  the  playing  to  have  taken  place 
^^  at  a  storehouse  ^Aen  and  there  for  retailing  spirituous  liquors." 
Proof  that  persons  played  cards  at  or  near  a  house  which,  at 
some  indefinite  period  of  past  time,  had  been  used  as  a  store- 
house for  retailing  spirituous  liquors,  does  not  make  out  the 
offence  charged ;  yet,  such  was  the  ruling  of  the  court  below. 

Whether  the  proof  would  not  have  authorized  a  conviction 
under  the  sixth  or  seventh  count  in  this  indictment,  we  do  not 
decide,  as  the  only  question  before  us  relates  to  the  charge  of 
the  court,  and  that  confines  the  jury  to  the  consideration  of  the 
charge  made  in  the  second  count  alone. 

Let  the  jndgment  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 
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^'?2LJ«  LAWSON^S  ADM'R  vs.  LAY'S  EXECUTOR. 


1,    If  an  administrator  in  chief  make  a  loan  or  gratoitooB  bailment  of  a  sUy* 

belonging  to  the  estate,  both  he  and  his  bailee  are  gnilty  of  a  conversion  ; 

bat  the  administrator  himself  cannot  avoid  the  bailment,  nor  sue  for  the 

recoveiyofthe  property. 
1    The  statute  of  limitations  begins  to  run  in  favor  of  the  lotnee  or  gratoitoos 

bailee  of  the  administrator  In  chief,  from  the  time  of  the  appointment  of  an 

administrator  de  boni$  non. 
3.    If  the  loanee  of  the  administrator  marry,  and  her  husband  come  into 

ponession  of  the  slave,  he  is  liable  for  damages  in  detinue,  both  for  his  oivn 

detention  and  that  of  his  wife  before  marriage. 
4    And  if  he  die  before  suit  brought,  and  the  slave  come  to  the  poesessKm  of 

hit  executor  as  assets,  the  latter  is  liable  for  his  own  detention  and  that  of  hia 

testator,  and  no  demand  is  necessaiy. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Greene. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Turner  Reavis. 

Detihub  by  Alexander  Lawsoo,  as  administrator  de  bonis 
nan  of  Elijah  Lawson,  deceased,  against  Thomas  T.  Tyree,  as 
executor  of  Amos  Lay,  deceased,  for  a  slave  named  Isaac.  The 
facts  of  the  case  appear  at  length  in  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
and  in  the  report  of  the  case  in  23  Ala.  377. 

Robert  H.  Smith,  for  appellant : 

Although  the  loan  of  the  slave  was  good  against  the  adminis- 
trator in  chief,  and  he  could  not  sue,  (Pistole  v.  Street,  5  Por- 
ter,) yet,  as  to  the  estate,  and  the  administrator  de  bonis  Tton, 
it  was  void.— Ventress  v.  Smith,  10  Peters  178,  176  ;  Weir  v. 
Davis  &  Humphries,  4  Ala.  445 ;  Dearman  v.  Dearman  & 
Coffman,  4  t&.  526  ;  Swink's  Adm'r  v.  Snodgrass,  17  ib.  658; 
Fambro  v.  Gantt,  12  ib.  298  ;  Steger  v.  Bush,  1  S.  &  M.  Ch. 
R.  188.  This  loan,  then,  was  a  conversion,  on  the  part  of  the 
widow  and  Sanderson,  for  which  Lay,  by  marriage,  and  taking 
the  slave,  became  liable.— See  previous  opinion  in  this  case,  23 
Ala.  888. 

The  slave  was  not  held  by  such  adverse  possession,  as  will 
authorize  Lay  to  invoke  the  statute  of  limitations. — Angell  on 
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Urn.  402  §  5,  327  §  27,  829  §  8  ;  Ward  t. ,   2  Ear. 

k  McH.  145  ;  Strong  v.  Strong,  6  Ala.  847.  Nor  could  he 
invoke  the  statute  of  limitations,  because  the  illegal  contract 
was  binding  on  Sanderson,  and  he  could  not  sue  (Pistole  v. 
Street,  5  Porter  64) ;  and  there  was  no  one  in  being  who  could 
sue,  until  Lawson  was  appointed  administrator  de  bonis  non. — 
Murray  y.  East  India  Co.,  5  Barn.  &  Adol.  61;  Angell  on  Lim. 
65,  and  cases  cited  in  note  1 ;  6  Ala.  605 ;  2  Porter  171 ;  8 
Stewart  172 ;  Hopper.v.  Steele,  18  Ala.  828,  837. 

The  transaction  was  a  fraud  on  the  estate,  and  therefore  the 
stotate  does  not  run.— Powell  v.  Wragg  &  Stewart,  13  Ala. 
161 ;  Beach  y.  Catlin,  4  Day's  R.  284. 

As  to  the  time  from  which  hire  should  have  been  giyen :  When 
the  case  was  here  before,  one  of  the  errors  assigned  by  the  present 
defendant  in  error  was,  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  allowing  dam- 
ages from  the  time  of  suit  brought ;  the  court  held,  that  there 
was  no  error  in  this  prejudicial  to  him.  The  question  now  is, 
was  there  any  error  in  this  charge  prejudicial  to  the  present 
plaintiff  in  error.  It  is  insisted,  that  damages  should  have  been 
allowed  from  the  time  the  wrong  was  done.  The  action  of  det- 
inue is  nothing  but  debt  in  the  detinet :  the  damages  giyen  are 
for  the  wrongful  detention,  and  must  be  from  the  conyersion, 
particularly,  when  a  state  of  things  was  created  by  the  wrong, 
whereby  no  one  was  in  esse  who  could  sue. — Glascock  y.  Hays, 
4  Dana  58 ;  Miles  y.  Allen,  6  Iredell  88.  The  authorities 
which  assert  general  language  seemingly  adyerse  to  this,  use  it 
in  reference  to  particular  facts,  causing  it  to  be  true  in  those 
cases,  but  not  applicable  to  this. 

S.  F.  Hale,  contra  : 

The  only  question  is,  as  to  the  time  from  which  plaintifi 
shall  recover  hire  by  way  of  damages  for  the  detention.  The 
negro  went  into  possession  of  the  widow,  before  her  intermar- 
riage with  defendant's  intestate,  under  a  contract  with  the 
administrator  in  chief,  who  afterwards  died  before  the  termi- 
nation of  the  bailment.  There  was,  then,  no  person  in  being, 
after  the  termination  of  the  bailment,  to  whom  defendant's 
intestate  could  deliyer  the  slaye,  until  the  appointment  of  the 
present  administrator  in  1851.  All  the  authorities  hold,  that 
the  unlawful  detention  of  the  property  is  the  gist  of  the  action 
18 
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of  detinue ;  and  there  can  be  no  unlawful  holding,  until  there 
is  some  one  in  being  to  whom  the  defendant  may  lawfully  deliver 
the  property ;  and  until  there  is  an  unlawful  holding,  or  deten- 
tion, plaintiff  is  entitled  to  no  damages.  This  is  understood 
to  be  the  ruling  of  the  court,  in  this  case,  at  the  last  term. 
— See  the  authorities  cited  on  this  point,  by  plaintiff  in  error, 
in  that  case. 

At  common  law,  an  administrator  was  the  owner  of  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  the  decedent,  and  could  bail  the  goods  belonging 
to  the  estate,  and  there  is  nothing  in  *our  statutes  prohibiting 
him  from  making  such  bailment. 

OOLDTHWAITE,  J.— The  record  before  us  presents  the 
following  state  of  facts :  Elijah  Lawson  died  in  1828,  owning 
the  slave  sued  for,  and  leaving  a  widow  and  three  children,  the 
oldest  being  seven  years  of  age.  Shortly  after  his  death,  Lem- 
uel O.  Sanderson  took  out  letters  of  administration  on  his 
estate,  and  in  his  representative  character  took  possession  of 
the  slave,  and  subsequently  allowed  him  to  go  into  the  posses- 
sion of  the  widow  without  hire,  with  the  understanding  that  she 
was  to  have  him  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  her  to  raise  her 
children  ;  no  time  being  fixed  for  the  limitation  of  the  possession 
on  the  part  of  the  widow,  except  the  xaisingof  the  children. 
The  slave  remained  in  possession  of  the  widow,  under  the  pos- 
session thus  obtained,  until  the  year  18S2,  when  she  married 
Amos  Lay,  and  from  that  time  in  the  possession  of  the  husband, 
until  his  death  in  1851,  and  then  went  into  the  possession  of 
his  executor  as  assets,  the  letters  testamentary  havmg  been 
taken  out  in  the  same  year.  Sanderson  died,  in  1884,  without 
having  administered  the  slave ;  and  in  1851  letters  of  adminis- 
tration de  bonis  rum  upon  the  estate  of  Elijah  Lawson  were 
granted  to  the  plaintiff,  who  sued  the  executor  of  Lay  in  deti- 
nue for  the  slave,  no  demand  having  been  made  before  suit. 
The  principal  question  is,  as  to  the  time  the  plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  reco^^r  damages. 

We  think  it  is  clear  that  Sanderson,  the  first  administrator, 
had  no  right  to  make  the  disposition  of  the  slave  which  be  did. 
It  is  true,  the  statute  (Clay's  Digest,  228  §13)  does  not,  in 
express  terms,  declare  a  loan  or  bailment  of  this  character  unlaw- 
ful or  void  \  but  it  is  equally  against  the  policy  of  the  statutes, 
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which  govern  the  action  of  administrators,  as  a  private  sale ; 
indeed,  it  strikes  us  as  a  manifest  absurdity,  to  hold  that, 
while  the  law  prohibits  a  private  sale,  it  recognizes  a  loan  for 
any  number  of  years.  Here  was  a  gratuitous  disposition  of 
the  property  for  more  than  fifteen  years;  and  we  have  no  hesi- 
tation in  declaring,  that  it  could  pass  no  right  as  against  the 
estate.  Whatever  may  have  been  the  intention  of  the  admin- 
istrator, or  however  much  the  motives  which  prompted  him 
to  action  may  be  respected,  it  is  impossible  to  regard  the  act 
in  any  other  light  than  as  a  violation  of  his  trust,  and  void 
at  law,  as  against  those  whose  legal  rights  were  afiected  by 
the  transfer. — Swink  v.  Snodgrass,  17  Ala.  65S.  Sanderson, 
however,  could  not  be  allowed  to  avoid  the  disposition  he  had 
made  of  the  slave,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  in  violation  of  his 
trust,  (Pistole  v.  Street,  5  Port.  14;  Fambro  v.  Oant,  12  Ala.; 
Swink  V.  Snodgrass,  supra ;  Kavanaugh  v.  Thompson,  16  Ala. 
818  )  ;  and  as  the  bailment  would  be  binding  upon  him,  and  he 
could  not  sue,  the  statute  of  limitations  did  not  commence  run- 
ning until  the  appointment  of  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  in 
1851,  since,  until  then,  there  was  no  one  to  maintain  the  suit, 
against  whom  the  statute  could  operate. — Neil  v.  Cunningham, 
2  Port.  171 ;  Sledge  v.  Clopton,  6  Ala.  589  ;  Hopper  v.  Steele, 
18  Ala.  828.  And  as  theasset?  of  the  estate,  when  disposed  of 
by  the  administrator  in  violation  of  his  trust,  may,  when  they 
remain  in  specie,  be  covered  at  law,  by  the  administrator  de 
bonis  nan^  (Swink  v.  Snodgrass,  wpra,)  it  follows  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  recovei. 

The  loan  of  the  slave  by  Sanderson,  being  unauthorized,  was 
a  conversion  ;  and  as  the  trust  which  it  was  in  violation  of 
was  created  and  governed  by  the  law,  the  taking  and  reten- 
tion of  the  property  by  the  widow,  under  the  disposition  thus 
made,  was  equally  a  conversion  on  her  part ;  and  the  damages 
for  such  detention  could  be  recovered  after  her  marriage,  in 
detinue  against  the  husband  and  wife  (2  Leigh's  N.  P.  782 ; 
Co.  Litt.  351) ;  but  if  the  husband  died  before  judgment,  his 
liability  would  be  discharged. — Woodman  v.  Chapman,  1  Camp. 
189 ;  Maffit  v.  Commonwealth,  5  Barr  859.  In  the  present 
case,  as  the  action  was  not  commenced  until  after  the  death  of 
the  husband,  no  recovery  could  be  had  against  his  personal  rep- 
rmentative,  for  damages  accruing  by  the  act  of  the  wife  before 
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oovertare;  and  the  right  to  a  recovery  being  settled,  we  are  thus 
brought  to  the  qnestion,  whether  damages  can  be  recovered,  in 
the  action  against  the  executor  of  the  husband,  for  the  detention 
during  the  marriage.  We  held  in  Brewer  v.  Strong,  10  Ala. 
961,  that  an  action  of  detinue  could  be  maintained  against  the 
administrator  in  his  representative  capacity,  upon  the  possession 
of  the  intestate,  coupled  with  the  detention  by  his  representative 
after  his  death ;  and  in  Easly  v.  Boyd,  12  Ala.  684,  we  decided, 
that  the  same  action  could  be  revived  against  the  administrator, 
where  the  thing  sued  for  came  into  his  possession  as  assets. 
Of  course,  in  the  last  case,  damages  could  be  recovered  for  the 
detention  in  the  life-time  of  the  intestate  ;  and  if  so,  we  can  see 
no  reason  why  they  cannot  be  recovered  for  such  detention, 
when  the  action  is  against  the  administrator,  and  is  based  in 
part  upon  such  detention. 

Is  a  demand  necessary,  to  recover  damages  in  this  action  for 
an  unlawful  detention,  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit  ? 

It  was  formerly  held,  that  detinue  could  not  be  maintained, 
unless  the  defendant  came  lawfully  into  the  possession  of  the 
goods  (3  Blaokstone's  Com.  152  ;  Com.  Digest,  Detinue,  (D) ; 
Sel.  N.  P.  657) ;  and  hence,  w  find  it  laid  down  in  the  old 
writers,  that  uncore  prist  is  a  good  plea  in  tbie;  action. — 5  Com. 
Dig.  663.  So  in  Roll.  Abr.  574  it  is  said, ''  if  the  defendant, 
in  an  action  of  detinue,  come  at  the  first  day,  and  plead  that  he 
bath  at  all  times  been  ready  to  deliver  the  thing  for  which  the 
action  is  brought,  to  the  plaintiff,  he  is  not  liable  for  the  deten- 
tion thereof."  This  rule  is  laid  down  as  applicable  in  all  cases 
to  this  action,  and  there  is  good  reason  to  apply  it  thus  broadly 
when  it  was  thought  necessary  that  the  taking  should  be  lawful 
in  order  to  give  a  recovery.  To  cases  of  this  character  the 
principle  still  applies ;  and  whenever  it  is  necessary  to  change 
a  lawful  possession  into  a  wrongful  detention,  as  to  terminate  a 
bailment,  then  no  damages  can  be  recovered,  except  from  the 
service  of  the  writ,  unless  a  demand  has  been  made.  But  the 
old  doctrine,  as  to  a  lawful  taking  to  sustain  detinue,  is  gone 
with  us  (Pierce  v.  Hill,  9  Port.  151) ;  and  there  can  be  no  good 
reason  for  a  demand,  where  the  possession  is  unlawful.  If  it 
was  essential  in  such  cases,  the  necessary  consequence  would 
be,  that  the  wrong-doer  would  not  be  liable  to  damages,  so  long 
as  be  could  keep  out  of  the  way  of  a  demand — a  result  so  man- 
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ifestlj  nnjast,  that  we  should  be  mclined  to  doubt  the  souud- 
nesB  of  an  J  authorities  which  would  lead  to  it.  Our  conolusion 
is,  that  in  this  action  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  damages 
for  the  wrongful  detention,  although  no  demand  has  been  made; 
and  if  a  party,  as  in  this  case,  is  placed  in  a  condition  in 
which  it  is  impossible  to  restore  the  thing  to  the  owner,  he  is 
still  responsible  for  all  the  consequences  of  a  possession,  which 
commenced  unlawfully. 

As  to  our  decision  when  the  case  was  last  before  us  (23  Ala.) : 
It  has  no  bearing  whatever  upon  the  case  as  now  presented. 
There  the  court  charged,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  from  the  issue  of  the  writ,  and  the  defendant  complained 
of  that  charge.  It  was  held,  that  the  decision,  if  wrong,  was 
an  error  in  his  favor  ;  and,  although  the  language  used  by  the 
judge  who  delivered  the  opinion,  may  have  misled  the  court 
below,  it  does  not  at  all  conflict  with  the  views  we  have  expressed 
m  this  opinion. 

As  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  facts  stated,  was  entitled  to  recover 
for  the  detention  of  the  slave,  from  the  time  he  came  into  the 
possession  of  the  defendant's  testator,  which  the  record  shows 
was  at  his  intermarriage  with  Mrs.  Lawson,  the  ruling  of  the 
court  upon  this  question  was  wrong. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded. 


ABERNATHV  vs.  BOAZMAN. 

1.  A  deed  which  is  void  as  to  third  persons  on  account  of  an  adverse  holding, 
is  nevertheless  valid  and  binding  as  between  the  parties  themselves  ;  and 
the  fact  that  the  vendee  was  in  possession,  as  tenant  of  the  adverse  holder, 
does  not  aifect  the  principle. 

2.  In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  covenant  of  title,  evidence  that  the  vendee 
himself  was  in  possession,  as  tenant  of  an  adverse  holder,  at  the  time  his 
deed  was  executed,  is  not  admissible  for  the  vendor  :  the  fact  that  both  par- 
ties knew  of  the  adverse  holding,  and  that  there  was  no  fraud,  does  not  re- 
lieve the  vendor  from  the.  liability  to  make  good  his  covenant 
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Error  to  the  Circnit  Couit  of  Lawrence. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  E.  Moore. 

This  was  an  action  of  covesi ant  by  Hugh  D.  Boazman 
against  John  T.  Abernathy,  for  breach  of  warranty  of  title  to 
a  certain  tract  of  land,  which  Abemathy  had  conveyed  to  Boas- 
man  by  deed  dated  June  8,  1843.  On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff 
read  in  evidence  his  deed  from  Abernathy,  containing  the  usual 
warranty  of  title  ;  and  then  offered  the  record  and  proceedings 
had  in  a  certain  suit  between  himself  and  one  William  Kyle, 
showing  that  Kyle  had  sued  him  for  this  land,  and  had  recov> 
ered  a  judgment  against  him,  en  which  a  writ  of  habere  facias 
passessumem  had  issued ;  he  also  proved  that  he  had  duly  noti- 
fied Abemathy  to  defend  that  action.  He  then  introduced  one 
Points,  as  a  witness,  who  testified,  that  he,  as  the  agent  of  said 
Kyle,  had  received  possession  of  said  land  from  plaintiff. 

On  cross  examination,  said  Points  stated,  ''that  he  had  acted 
as  agent  for  said  Kyle,  from  the  year  1889,  up  to  the  time  of  the 
setting  up  claim  to  said  land  by  Boazman,  under  said  deed  from 
Abemathy,  which  was  after  said  deed  ;  that  up  to  said  claim  of 
title  by  said  Boazman,  from  the  year  1840  inclusive,  said  Boaz- 
man  had  held  possession  of  said  land  as  the  tenant  of  said  Kyle ; 
that  witness  acted  as  agent  for  said  Kyle,  and  as  such  had 
rented  said  land  to  said  Boazman,  and  said  Boazman  had  thus 
held  said  land  in  tenancy."  The  plaintiff  objected  to  this  tes- 
timony, and  moved  to  exclude  it ;  ''  the  defendant  insisting  on 
said  testimony,  because  it  tends  to  show  that  Kyle  was,  by  his 
tenant,  said  Boazman,  in  adverse  possession  of  said  land  at  the 
date  of  Abernathy's  deed  to  said  Boazman ;  and  because  it 
tends  to  show  that  Boazman  knew  of  Kyle's  adverse  claim  and 
possession  against  Abemathy ;  and  because  it  tends  to  show 
that  no  fraud  was  practiced  by  Abemathy  on  Boazman."  The 
court  excluded  the  testimony,  an>l  the  defendant  excepted ;  and 
this  ruling  of  the  court  is  now  assigned  for  error. 

William  Cooper,  for  plaintiff  in  error  : 

The  evidence  excluded  by  the  court  below  should  have  been 
admitted ;  for,  when  admitted,  it  would  have  shown  a  state  of 
facts  which  would  have  rendered  the  deed  and  covenants  sued  on 
void,  because  of  the  adverse  possession  at  .the  time  they  were 
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made ;  the  deed  and  coveDanc  were  illegal  tfnd  champertouB ; 
and  being  against  public  policy,  each  party  was  in  pari  delictOy 
and  neither  could  enforce  the  contract. — Camp.  y.  Forrest,  18 
Ala.  114;  Williams  y.  Hogan,  1  Meigs'  R.  187;  Williams 
T.  Johnson,  5  Johns.  500,  504 ;  8  Metcalf  98.  The  contract 
is  void  at  common  law,  and  the  statute  is  corroborative  of  the 
common  law. — Dexter  &.  Allen  v.  Nelson,  6  Ala.  68  ;  Broad- 
street  V.  Huntington,  5  Peters  402 ;  9  Ala.  418  ;  Abercrombie 
y.  Baldwin,  15  Ala.  871 ;  6  Blackf.  99  ;  4  Humph.  218.  If 
the  yendee  knew  that  the  vendor  was  out  of  possession,  this 
excuses  performance  of  contract. — Beck  v.  Simmons,  7  Ala. 
71.  Contracts  void  for  part  illegal  consideration,  are  void  in 
toto. — Ripley  v.  Yale,  19  Vermont  1C6 ;  5  Barr.  Contracts 
contrary  to  common  or  statute  law  are  void,  and  no  court  will 
enforce  them,  either  in  whole  or  in  part. — Wheeler  v.  Russell, 
17  Mass.  258 ;  Hale  v.  Henderson,  4  Humph.  199 ;  Jackson 
y.  Walker,  5  Hill's  (N,  Y.)  R.  27 ;  1  Parsons  on  Contracts, 
p.  882,  note  (a.) 

The  apparent  hardship  should  not  influence  the  court  against 
Abernathy.  The  deed  shows  that  Boazman  gavo  $400  for 
upwards  of  four  hundred  acres  of  land ;  and  he  now  asks  to  keep 
all  but  forty  acres,  and  get  all  the  money  and  more  back. 
Strictly,  he  should  recover  nothing.-— Corprew  v.  Arthur,  15 
Ala.  525. 

There  is  no  difference  between  a  contract  void  per  se  and 
malum  prohibitum ;  they  stand  on  the  same  footing,  and  no 
court  will  aid  them.— 1  Watts  &  Serg.  181;  4  Serg.  &  R. 
159 ;  19  Conn.  421 ;  4  N.  H.  290 ;  8  TermR.  418 ;  4  Burr. 
2069 ;  8  Barb.  449 ;  11  Iredell  112 ;  14S.  &  M.  18 ;  14  Penn. 
R.  18. 

L.  P.  &  R.  W.  Walker,  contra  : 

1.  Adverse  possession  at  the  time  of  the  sale  avoids  the  deed 
only  as  against  the  party  in  possession. — Rawle  on  Covenants, 
p.  49 ;  U.  S.  Ann.  Digest,  1850,  p.  18,  §  1.  And  as  between 
the  parties  themselves,  it  is  valid,  and  will  not  merely  operate 
by  way  of  estoppel  to  the  grantor,  but  the  covenants  in  the 
deed  may  be  made  available  to  the  grantee. — Rawle's  Coy.,  p. 
53;  9  Johns.  55  ;  9  Wend.  516;  2  Hill  (N.  Y.)  528;  15 
Wend.  165 ;  10  Mass.  867 ;  Go.  Litt.  369 ;  Cro.  Elia,  445. 
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That  the  ooyenant  may  be  enforced,  although  the  land  was  held 
adversely  at  the  time,  is  shown  by  those  cases  which  hold,  that 
the  covenant  of  warranty  is  broken  where  the  covenantee  cannot 
obtain  possession  in  conseqaence  of  the  land  being  adversely 
held  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance. — Rawle's  Gov.,  pp.  220 
to  228;  6  Ak.  60  ;  7  iJ.  83;  9  ib.  85;  11  S.  &  M.  206; 
12  ib.  473.  Boazman's  knowledge  of  Kyle-s  title  constitutes 
no  defence  for  Abemathy.— Rawle's  Gov.,  123, 124, 125,  527 ; 
Dunn  y.  White,  1  Ala.  646 ;  8  Mass.  146 ;  8  Munf.  68. 

2.  The  covenant  of  seizin  is  a  covenant  of  ownership,  and  is 
broken  by  the  mere  existence  of  an  adverse  paramount  title ; 
and  nothing  further  is  necessary  to  sustain  an  action  for  its 
breach.— 2  Billiard  on  Real  Property,  p.  373  to  882;  8  Hill 
184.  A  judgment  in  ejectment,  recovered  by  a  stranger  against 
the  covenantee,  and  an  entry  under  it,  with  proof  that  the  cov- 
enantor had  due  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  action,  is  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  the  breach  of  a  general  warranty,  and  actual 
ouster  by  writ  of  possession  is  immaterial. — 2  Green.  £v.  ^ 
244 ;  1  Barr  501 ;  4  Binney  352.  The  fact  that  Boazman 
had  notice  of  Abernathy's  want  of  title,  is  immaterial. — U.  S. 
Ann.  Dige.«»t,  1848,  p.  86,  §§  46,  50;  5  Barr  317.  A  cov- 
enantee may  be  evicted,  although  he  has  never  been  in  the 
actual  possession  of  the  land ;  if  one  enter,  and  hold  adversely, 
it  is  equivalent  to  eviction. — Sedgwick  on  Damages,  p.  179  ; 
2  Wheat.  46.  A  covenantor,  who  has  notice  of  the  suit,  is  not 
permitted,  in  a  suit  against  himself  on  his  covenant,  to  show 
title  in  himself  at  the  date  of  his  conveyance. — Ib.  ^  316.  £vi 
dcnce  of  mistake  in  describing  the  boundaries  of  a  deed  cannot 
be  given  at  law.— 8  Phil.  Ev.  1429,  1449  ;  5  Hill  272  ;  10 
Ala.  648 ;  11  ib.  187  ;  14  ib.  693;  15  ib.  177.  The  record 
of  an  eviction  is  conclusive  evidence  to  prove  every  fact  estab- 
lished by  it,  against  a  warrantor,  or  any  person  bound  to  indem- 
nify, who  had  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit. — 4  How.  (Miss.) 
246 ;  7  i6.  328  ;  3  Phil.  Ev.  817. 

CHILTON,  C.  J. — The  principal  question  in  this  case  for  our 
decision  is,  whether  the  deed  from  Abernathy  to  Boazman,  exe- 
cuted while  Kyle,  a  third  party,  was  in  the  adverse  possession 
of  the  land,  is  void  as  between  the  parties  to  it. 

That  it  is  void  as  to  third  persons,  is  too  well  settled  to  be 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TERM,  1864.  198  ^ 

Abemathy  y.  BoazmaiL 

oontroverted ;  but  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  insists, 
that  it  is  void  as  betwetm  the  parties,  and  that,  if  such  was  not 
the  general  rule,  it  would  be  void  in  this  particular  case,  inas- 
much as  Boazman,  the  vendee,  was  the  party  in  possession,  as 
the  tenant  of  Kyle,  at  the  time  the  deed  was  made. 

We  have  looked  into  the  cases  which  bear  upon  this  point, 
and  we  are  satisfied  that  the  weight  of  authority  is  decidedly 
adverse  to  the  view  taken  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Judge  Kent,  in  commenting  upon  this  point,  remarks  :  ^^As 
the  conveyance,  in  such  a  case,  is  a  mere  nullity,  and  has  no 
operation,  the  title  continues  in  the  grantor,  so  as  to  enable  him 
to  maintain  an  ejectment  upon  it ;  and  the  void  deed  cannot  be 
set  up  by  a  third  person  to  the  prejudice  of  his  title."  But  be 
adds :  ^^  As  between  the  parties  to  the  deed,  it  might  operate 
by  way  of  ef^oppe/,  and  bar  the  grantor.  The  deed  is  good, 
and  passes  the  title  as  between  the  grantor  and  grantee  ;*'  and 
thb,  he  says,  is  the  language  of  the  old  authorities,  even  as  to 
a  deed  founded  on  champerty  or  maintenance ;  citing  Bro.  Tit. 
Feoflhients,  pi.  19  ;  Fizherbert  J.,  in  27  Hen.  VIII,  fo.  28  b, 
24  a ;  Cro.  Eliz.  445  ;  Hawk,  b  1,  c.  86,  .§  8. 

The  same  doctrine  is  asserted  in  Jackson  v.  Demon t,  9  Johns. 
Rep.  55,  60,  where  it  is  said  to  be  a  principle  which  runs 
through  the  books,  that  a  feoffment  upon  maintenance  or  cham- 
perty is  good  as  between  the  feoffor  and  feoffee,  and  is  only  void 
against  him  who  hath  right.  The  same  principle  was  rea£Srmed 
in  Livingston  v.  Peru  Iron  Co.,  9  Wend.  Rep.  510, 516,  where 
Savage,  C.  J.,  says,  he  considered  it  too  well  settled  to  admit 
of  doubt. — See  also  Den  v.  Geiger,  4  Halstead  N.  J.  Rep.  225, 
235,  where  the  authorities  are  collected.  In  Abercrombie  v* 
Baldwin,  15  Ala.  Rep.  87t,  C.  J.  Collier,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  incidentally  remarks  in  the  argument, 
'^  Such  a  sale,  it  is  said,  is  void  for  all  purposes,  not  only  as 
against  the  adverse  possession  or  title,  but  as  between  the  par- 
ties themselves ;"  citing  Williams  v.  Hogan,  Meigs'  Rep.  187* 
It  may  be  observed,  however,  that  the  case  referred  to  was  a 
decision  based  on  a  statute  of  Tennessee.  It  is,  however,  need- 
less to  dwell  on  this  point,  since  we  had  occasion  to  examine  it 
at  the  last  term  of  this  court,  in  the  case  of  Harvey  v.  Doe, 
ex  dem.  Harvey  and  Carlisle,  23  Ala.  637,  and  there  held,  ^^^at 
while  the  deed  was  void  as  to  third  parties  whose  right  WM 
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affected,  it  was  valid  as  between  the  parties.  It  may  not  be 
amiss  now  to  add,  that  the  reason  for  avoiding  the  deed  as  to 
third  partiesi  does  not  apply  as  to  the  parties  to  the  conveyance. 

2.  The  proof  made  by  Points,  that  Kyle  was  in  possession, 
by  Boasman  as  his  tenant,  could  not  have  affected  the  case  in 
any  way,  and  was  properly  excladed.  Concede  that  both  par- 
ties to  the  deed  knew  of  the  adverse  claim  of  Kyle,  and  that 
there  was  no  frand  ;  still,  as  we  have  seen  the  deed  is  valid 
inter  partes^  this  does  not  relieve  Abemathy  from  the  liability 
to  make  good  his  covenants  as  to  the  title. — He  assumed  the 
barthen  of  extinguishing  all  paramount  titles,  so  as  to  make 
that  which  he  attempted  to  convey  available. 

Let  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 


\  24    194  ' 

L'7  i3u  FOWLER  Sc  PROUT  vs.  ARMOUR. 


1.  .If  ooe  Gontraots  to  wrre  another  for  one  year,  at  a  ttiimlated  som  payable 
moatUyy  and  is  discharged,  without  any  fkult  on  his  part,  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  year,  he  may  treat  the  contract  as  stiU  sabsisting,  and  me  in 
aammpdt  for  wages  due  according  to  its  terms,  or  he  may  consider  it 
rescinded,  and  sne  for  unliquidated  damages  for  its  breach ;  if  he  sne  on  the 
contract,  he  can  only  recover  the  wages  due  by  its  terms  before  the  institu- 
tion of  the  suit ;  if  for  damages  for  breach  of  contract,  he  is  entitled  to 
recover  the  actual  damage  sustained  up  to  the  trial ;  but  the  sum  specified 
in  the  contract  would  not,  of  itself,  be  the  exact  measure  of  such  actual 
damage. 

Appeal  from  the  City  Court  of  Mobile. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Alex.  MgEinstrt. 

Assumpsit  by  Charles  Armour  against  the  appellants,  "to 
reeover  the  sum  of  $480  for  a  breach  of  contract,  it  being 
the  sum  of  money  agreed  to  be  paid  by  said  defendants  to 
said  plaintiff,  for  his  services  for  one  year  from  the  10th  of 
May,  1852  ;  said  plaintiff  having  been  discharged  from  the 
performance  of  Ms  part  of  the  contract."    The  writ  was 
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issued  on  the  26th  of  July,  1852,  and  was  executed  on  the 
defendants  on  the  3rd  of  September  ;  the  declaration  is  enti- 
tled '^October  Term,  1852,"  and  the  trial  was  had  on  the 
21st  of  March,  1853.  The  declaration  contained  a  special 
count  on  the  contract,  and  the  common  indebitatus  count  for 
work  and  labor  done.  The  special  count  sets  out  the  con- 
tract, and  avers  that  plaintiff  entered  on  the  discharge  of 
his  duties,  but  was  discharged  by  the  defendants  before  the 
expiration  of  the  year,  without  any  fault  of  his,  ''although 
he  was  willing,  and  always  since  has  been  willing  to  serve 
them,"  Ac;  "by  means  whereof  the  said  defendants  became 
liable  to  pay  said  plaintiff  said  sum  of  forty  dollars,  at  the 
end  of  each  and  every  month,  until  the  same  amounted  to 
four  hundred  and  eighty  dollars."  The  defendants  demur- 
red, ^^enerally,  in  short,  by  consent,"  to  each  count  in  the 
declaration ;  but  their  demurrer  being  overruled,  they 
pleaded  non  assumpsit,  payment,  and  set-off,  with  leave  to 
give  any  special  matter  in  evidence. 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  amongst  other  things,  ''that, 
if  ihey  believed  that  plaintiff  and  defendants  contracted 
together,  that  plaintiff  should  work  for  defendants,  as  engi- 
neer, for  a  year,  and  for  his  services  as  such  defendants  were 
to  pay  him  forty  dollars  a  month,  at  the  end  of  each  and 
every  month;  and  if  they  believed  that  plaintiff  had  continued 
to  work  under  the  contract,  until  discharged  by  defendants, 
without  any  fault  on  his  part,  then  he  was  entitled  to  recover; 
and  the  measure  of  damages  in  his  favor  would  be,  the 
amount  of  monthly  wages,  as  specified  in  the  contract,  done 
to  the  end  of  the  month  next  before  the  time  of  trial, 
although  plaintiff  was  employed  elsewhere  during  the  whole, 
or  any  part,  of  the  time  embraced  in  the  contract,  subse- 
quent to  his  discharge  by  the  defendants,  if  he  was,  at  all 
times,  ready  to  perform  his  part  of  the  contract,  but  was 
prevented  from  doing  so  by  defendants.  And,  further,  that 
it  was  only  incumbent  on  plaintiff  to  prove  that  such  a  con- 
tract was  made,  his  performance  so  long  as  the  defendants 
would  permit,  his  discharge  by  them  without  a  previous 
fault  on  his  part,  and  his  readiness  and  willingness,  at  all 
times,  to  complete  his  part  of  the  contract,  in  order  to  entitle 
him  to  claim  from  the  defendants  the  wages  according  to  the 
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contract,  from  the  time  the  contract  was  commenced  to  be 
performed,  to  the  expiration  of  the  month  immediately  pre- 
ceding the  trial." 

The  defendants  excepted  to  this  charge ;  and  they  now 
assign  for  error  the  overruling  of  their  demurrer  and  the 
charge  of  the  court. 

P.  Hamilton,  for  appellants  : 

The  first  count  alleges  a'special  contract  for  one  year,  frobi 
May  10,  1852,  at  $480  per  year,  payable  monthly;  that  plain- 
tiff entered  upon  the  performance  of  his  contract,  but  was 
discharged  by  defendants,  without  faulton  his  part,  ^'although 
he  was  willing,  and  always  has  been  willing  to  serve  them"; 
and  concludes  with  a  twper  se  assumpsit  to  pay  him  $480,  "the 
said  sum  of  money."  The  contract  thus  set  out  is  a  special 
and  entire  contract.— 12  Metcalf  286  ;  12  Johns.  165  ;  4 
Oilman  64 ;  19  Johns.  337  ;  1  Stewart  29 ;  Smith's  Mer- 
cantile Law  427. 

To  entitle  him  to  a  recovery  plaintiff  must  all^e  that  he 
has  fully  performed  the  duty  assumed  by  him,  or  that  he  was 
prevented  from  so  doing  by  the  defendaut,  and  that  he  has 
been,  during  the  whole  time,  ready  and  willing  to  perform 
it.— 2  Pick.  267  ;  4  i6.  103  ;  2  Penn.  B.  454.  The  case 
shows,  that,  even  if  he  had  been  ready  and  willing,  he  could 
not  aver  it,  for  he  had  sued  before  the  expiration  of  the  year. 
He  may  have  been  willing,  too,  without  being  ready;  for  he 
may  have  contracted  other  engagements  ;  he  may  have  been 
sick,  and  unable  to  perform  the  work  demanded ;  and  he 
does  not  allege  that  he  was  ready. — 2  Denio  609  ;  4  Ala. 
336.  Upon  defendants'  refusal  to  continue  him  in  their 
employment,  without  fault  on  his  part,  ho  might  at  once  have 
sued,  in  a  quantum  meruitj  for  the  value  of  his  services.— 
12  Vermont  625  ;  2  W.  &S.  26;  2  Denio  609.  But  his 
action  is  not  so  framed  ;  it  is  framed  only  to  recover  the  sum 
ol  money  contracted  to  be  paid  lor  the  year's  service.  The 
special  count,  then,  cannot  be  sustained :  it  was  upon  an 
entire  contract,  on  which  the  whole  must  be  recovered,  or 
nothing  at  all ;  and  at  the  date  of  the  suit,  or  at  the  time  of 
the  trial,  the  whole  period  of  time  covered  by  the  contract 
had  not  elapsed. 
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These  consideratious  furnish  a  marked  distinction  bet^reen 
this  case  and  that  in  9  Ala.  292.  In  that  case,  no  gross  sum 
of  money  was  mentioned,  to  mark  the  contract  as  an  entire 
contract ;  that  was,  or  might  be,  a  severable  contract ;  and 
the  whole  period  covered  by  the  contract  had  elapsed  before 
the  trial,  which  is  not  the  case  here  :  this  is  an  action  for 
wages,  as  contracted  to  be  paid,  and  not  for  damages  for  a 
breach  of  contract.  This  precise  point  was  hinted  at  in  11 
Ala.  375,  bat  was  waived  by  the  court  as  not  arising  under 
that  declaration.    It  directly  arises  here. 

An  inddUaius  assimpsii  count  for  $480,  for  work  and 
labor  done,  was  joined  with  the  special  count.  A  recovery, 
if  any,  must  be  had  on  the  special  contract;  for,  such  a  contract 
being  proven,  no  recovery  can  be  had  on  the  common  counts, 
unless  the  contract  has  been  rescinded,  and  iudebUatus 
assumpsit  will  not  lie  until  the  expiration  of  the  time. — 12 
Ala.  720,  221 ;  10  ib.  332  ;  15  <6.  735 ;  4  i&.  336  ;  9  B.  & 
C.  (15  E.  0.  L.  R.)  330 ;  2  Murphy  248  ;  3  S.  &  R.  605  ; 
10  ib.  285. 

Wm.  Boyles,  contra  : 

Armour  had  a  right  to  bring  his  action  as  soon  as  he  was 
discharged.— Davis  v.  Ayers,  9  Ala.  293;  12  iA.  720.  After 
the  defendants  had  refused  to  let  him  perform  his  contract, 
he  was  not  bound  to  stand  ready  to  perform  in  all  time  to 
come :  he  was  not  obliged  to  aver  and  prove  an  offer  to  per- 
form, with  uncare  prist. — 8  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  426,  and  cases 
there  cited.  Where  damages  are  fixed  by  the  contract, 
although  the  defendant  might  reduce  the  damages  by  proof, 
prima  facie  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  amount  of  compen- 
sation agreed  on. — ^Webb  v.  Coonce,  11  Missouri  R.  11. 

The  evidence  discloses  that  Armour  was  seen  after  his 
discharge,  engaged  at  work  in  another  saw-mill ;  but  there 
was  no  evidence  that  he  was  employed,  or  that  he  received 
compensation.  The  defendants  are  the  wrong-doers ;  and 
all  presumptions,  as  between  them  and  the  person  wronged, 
should  be  made  in  favor  of  the  latter,  and  the  onus  of  proof 
on  the  former. — 2  Denio  610.  There  is  no  evidence  that 
Armour  ever  received  one  cent  for  his  services,  from  the 
time  he  was  discharged  until  the  trial;  therefore,  the  charge 
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on  that  subject  was  abstract,  and  no  injury  was  done  to  the 
defendants.— 4  Ala.  367  ;  8  tfr.  828  ;  11  t&.  733.  And 
whether  correct  or  not,  as  a  legal  proposition,  it  is  lio  ground 
for  reversal  on  error.— 1  Porter  139  ;  3  Ala.  699 ;  6  ib.  631; 
Beayis'  Digest,  p.  319,  and  cases  there  cited. 

PHELAN,  J, — ^The  first  count  in  the  declaration  is  a 
good  count  on  a  special  contract  for  wages,  and  with  the 
liberal  indulgence  shown  to  declarations  under  our  laws 
and  rules  of  practice,  we  might  be  even  disposed  to  hold 
it  good  as  a  count  for  breach  of  the  contract,  if  that 
were  necessary  to  sustain  the  judgment  below. — Davis  v. 
Ayers,  9  Ala.  292. 

But,  whether  the  action  is  to  be  treated  as  one  for  dama- 
ges arising  from  a  breach  of  the  special  contract,  alleged  and 
proven,  or  foi-  wages  due  according  to  contract,  the  charge 
of  the  court  we  conceive  to  be  erroneous. 

The  proof  shows,  that  Armour  engaged  with  the  plain- 
tiffs in  error  to  serve  them  for  one  year  from  the  10th  May, 
1852,  at  $40  a  month,  payable  monthly,  as  an  engineer  at 
their  saw-mill.  Armour  served  a  few  months,  and  was  then 
taken  sick,  and  was  absent  for  a  tijae.  When  he  returned 
and  offered  to  continue  his  services,  the  plaintiffs  in  error 
refused  to  permit,  ^m  to  continue  them  any  longer.  He  then 
brought,  this  action,  and  the  writ  was  executed  3rd  of  Sep- 
tember, 1852.  The  trial  below  took  place  21st  of  March, 
1853. 

The  conduct  of  plaintiffs  in  error,  if  they  refused,  as  he 
avers,  to  permit  him  to  continue  his  services  asf  engineer, 
without  fault  on  his  part,  loft  open  to  Armour  two  modes  of 
redress  by  suit:  he  could  either  treat  the  contract  as  rescin- 
ded, and  sue  immediately  for  a  breach  of  the  contract ;  or 
he  might  treat  the  contract  as  still  subsisting,  and  bring  his 
action  for  the  wages  due  him  according  to  the  contract. 

If  he  had  sued  for  breach  of  the  contract  as  upon  a  rescis- 
sion, his  action  would  necessarily  be  for  unliquidated  dam- 
ages. He  would  be  entitled  to  recover  the  actual  damage  he 
had  sustained  by  breach  of  the  contract  on  the  pai-t  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  error,  in  refusing  to  permit  him  to  go  on  with 
his  services ;  and  in  that  case  he  would  be  allowed  to  prove 
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any  sach  actual  damage— the  natural  aod  proximate  conse- 
quence of  such  breach — as  had  sprung  up  or  developed  itself 
up  to  the  time  of  the  trial. — ^Davis  v.  Ayers,  9  Ala.  292 ;  4 
Peters  172. 

But  in  such  case,  the  amount  of  wages  for  which  he  had 
stipulated  would  not  be  the  measure  of  damages.  His  actual 
damage,  all  the  circumstances  considered,  whether  more  or 
less  than  that,  would  be  the  true  measure  of  the  amount 
which  he  would  be  entitled  to  recover.  The  amount  of 
wages  for  which  he  had  stipulated  might  very  properly  be 
taken  into  consideration  by  the  jury,  to  aid  them  in  forming 
a  correct  estimate  of  the  actual  damage  he  had  sustained,  but 
would  not  be,  of  itself,  the  exact  measure  of  such  actual 
damage. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  he  sued  for  the  wages  due  accord- 
ing to  the  contract,  his  action*  would,  of  course,  be  one  for 
liquidated  damages.  K  entitled  to  recover  at  all,  it  must 
be,  not  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  which,  on  account  of  the 
unlawful  act  ef  the  other  parly,  he  treats  as  no  longer  sub- 
sisting between  them,  but  for  the  breach  of  the  stipulations 
of  a  contract  which  he  treats  as  still  subsisting.  If,  then,  he 
recovers  in  such  an*  action,  it  must  be  his  wages,  the  spe- 
cific sum  agreed  to  be  paid  for  his  services ;  and,  moreover, 
if  the  suit  is  on  the  contract  for  the  wages  due  according  to 
its  terms,  the  wages  must  be  due  and  payable,  in  fact,  before 
any  action  for  them  can  lawfully  be  commenced :  that  is, 
Armour  must  have  either  done  the  service,  or  have  been 
ready  and  willing  to  do  it,  for  the  whole  time  for  which  he 
brings  suit.  Under  this  contract,  he  could  have  brought 
suit  at  the  end  of  every  month,  or  of  three,  five,  or  any  other 
number  of  months,  the  wages  being  expressly  made  payable 
monthly.— Davis  v.  Preston,  6  Ala.  83 ;  10  Johns.  208. 

Now,  under  the  first  aspect  of  the  case,  that  is,  supposing 
the  action  to  be  for  -the  breach  of  a  rescinded  contract,  the 
charge  of  the  court  is  erroneous ;  because  the  jury  are 
instructed'  '4f  they  believe,"  Ac,  ''then  he  (Armour)  was 
entitled  to  recover ;  and  the  measure  of  damages  in  his  favor 
wonld  be,  the  amount  of  monthly  wages,  as  specified  in  the 
contract,  down  to  the  end  of  the  month  next  before  the  trial 
of  the  cause."    The  amount  of  wages  agreed  to  be  paid  by 
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the  terms  of  the  contract,  as  we  have  shown,  would  not  be  the 
trne  measure  of  the  actual  damage  resulting  in  such  case ; 
and  that  alone  is  the  true  measure,  when  the  action  is  for  a 
breach  of  the  contract  which  one  party  treats  as  no  longer 
subsisting,  on  account  of  the  refusal  of  the  other  party  to 
perform  his  stipulations. 

But,  if  the  action  is  to  be  regarded  as  one  founded  on  the 
contract  as  still  subsisting,  the  charge  of  the  court  is  erro- 
neous ;  for,  in  the  face  of  the  pleadings,  and  the  proof,  show- 
ing that  the  contract  was  entered  into  10th  of  May,  1852, 
the  writ  executed  3rd  of  September,  1852,  and  that  the  trial 
took  place  2l8t  of  March,  1858,  the  jury  are  instructed,  *1f 
they  believe,"  &c.,  then  the  plaintiff  was  "entitled  to  claim 
from  the  defendants  the  wages  according  to  the  contract, 
from  the  time  the  contract  was  commenced  to.  be  performed, 
to  the  expiration  of  the  month  immediately  preceding  the 
trial."  This  would  be  allowing  a  man  to  sue  for  and  recover 
wages  before  his  wages  were  due — ^before  he  had  either  per- 
formed his  work,  or  offered  to  perform  it  according  to  his 
contract ;  which  is  contrary  to  well  settled  principles.  The 
distinction  is  this  :  If  the  action  be  for  breach  of  a  contract 
still  subsisting,  and  for  liquidated  damages,  the  actioh  can- 
not be  properly  brought,  until  the  sum  is  due  and  payable  by 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover 
more  than  is  due  at  the  time  of  suit  brought ;  but,  if  one 
party  commits  such  a  breach  of  the  contract,  that  the  other 
party  is  for  that  reason  at  liberty  to  treat  it  as  rescinded, 
and  does  so,  he  may  sue  for  such  breach  of  the  contract 
immediately ;  and  his  recovery,  in  the  latter  case,  will  be 
such  actual  damage  as  he  can  show  to  have  been  the  natural 
and  proximate  consequence  of  the  act  of  the  other  party,  up 
to  the  time  of  the  trial.— 9  Ala.  292  ;  11  ib.  375  ;  2  Green. 
Ev.  §§  258,  et  seq.;  6  Ala.  83  ;  10  Johns.  208. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 
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GIBSON  vs.  HATCHETT  &  BROTHER- 

I.  A  witnem  may  state  that  aa  aperture  in  a  wall  was  visible  from  a  certain 
point. 

t.  A  boildlng  having  been  consumed  by  fire,  which  entered  through  an  aper- 
ture in  one  of  the  walls,  a  witness  cannot  state  that  the  house  might  have 
ijeen  saved  if  the  aperture  had  been  closed. 

S.  In  tusumpait  to  recover  for  advances  made  on  cotton,  which  was  destroyed 
by  fire  while  stored  in  plaintiff's  warehouse,  the  defence  was,  that  defendant 
was  entitled  to  recoup  for  its  loss ;  and  there  was  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  plaintiff  had  contracted  to  store  the  cotton  in  a  fire-proof  warehouse : 
H#/<f,«that  luiy  evidence,  however  slight,  which  tended  to  show  defendant's 
assent  to  the  storing  of  his  cotton  in  a  house  not  fire-proof,  was  relevant  and 
admisnble  for  the  plaintiff ;  and  the  fact  that  a  certain  aperture  in  the  wall, 
through  wliich  the  fire  entered,  was  visible  to  the  defendant,  when  he  had 
once  entered  and  examined  the  warehouse  after  his  cotton  had  been  stored, 
was  relevant  for  this  purpose. 

i.  A  witness  having  been  asked,  whether,  if  plaintiff -s  warehouse  had  been  as 
good  as  his  own,  it  could  have  been  saved  by  the  use  of  ordinary  diligence, 
answered,  *'  Had  it  been  as  good  as  mine,  eight  such  men  could  have  saved 
it,  but  Msuor  Dick  was  one :"  Held,  that  the  latter  clause  of  the  answer  was 
not  responsive  to  the  interrogatory. 

5.  When  a  general  olyection  is  made  to  an  entire  answer,  a  portion  of  which 
only  is  objectionable,  it  is  not  error  to  sustain  the  olgection  and  exclude  the 
whole  answer. 

6.  I>efendant  may  show  in  what  mannei-  a  certain  other  warehouse  "  was  built, 
that  it  was  not  burned,  and  the  special  efforts  by  which  it  was  saved,''  if  he 
first  proves  that  it  was  fire -proof,  and  was  exposed  to  the  same  damage  aa 
plaintiff's :  but  without  this  preliminary  proof  such  evidence  is  inadmiflBlble. 

7.  The  erroneous  exclusion  of  redundant  evidence,  is  not  available  on  errror, 
as  no  injury  results  from  it. 

^  A  want  of  ordhiary  care  in  one  particular,  on  the  part  of  a  warehouse-man, 
does  not  render  Mm  retpQutlble  for  a  loss  occasioned  by  o^er  caoaes  not 
connected  with  tiiat  particular. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Coosa. 
Tried  before  the  Hod.  John  D.  Phelan. 

Assumpsit  by  Hatcher  &  Brother  against  Allen  Gibson,  to 
recover  for  advances  made  on  cotton,  which  had  been  destroyed 
by  fire  while  stored  in  plaintiffs'  warehouse.  The  defence  was, 
that  the  cotton  was  destroyed  under  such  circumstances  as 
authorized  the  defendant  to  recoup  the  damages. — See  18  Ala« 
589. 
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The  evidence  tended  to  prove  that  the  plaintiffs  had  contract- 
ed to  store  the  cotton  in  a  fire-proof  warehouse^  and  that  one 
hundred  and  six  bales  were  destroyed  by  fire  after  being  stored. 
A  witness  for  the  defendant,  having  stated  on  cross  examina- 
tion that,  after  the  cotton  had  been  stored,  the  defendant  visited 
the  waiehonse,  and  examined  it,  was  asked,  whether  the  defen- 
dant could  not  have  seen  a  certain  opening  in  the  wall  of  the 
house  from  the  place  where  he  stood,  about  one  hundred  and 
sixty  feet  distant.  The  defendant  objected  to  this  Question, 
because  it  called  for  the  opinion  of  the  witness ;  but  the  court 
overruled  the  objection,  and  defendant  excepted. 

The  defendant  read  in  evidence  the  deposition  of  William  F. 
Thomas,  who  was  asked,  among  other  things,  this  question  : 
^<  Was  the  Hatchett  warehouse  equal,  or  inferior,  to  the  one 
occupied  by  yourself  at  that  time  l  If  it  had  been  as  good, 
could  it  have  been  saved  by  the  use  of  ordinary  diligence  ?*' 
He  answered :  ^^  Plaintiffs'  warehouse  was  not  equal  to  mine, 
but  inferior.  Had  it  been  equal,  eight  such  men  could  have 
saved  it,  but  Major  Dick  was  one."  The  plaintiffs  objected  to 
this  answer,  and  their  objection  was  sustained ;  to  which  de- 
fendant excepted. 

The  defendant  offered  to  prove,  by  a  witness  who  was  ac- 
quainted with  the  warehouse  of  said  Thomas,  ^^  in  what  manner 
the  warehouse  of  said  Thomas  was  built,  that  it  was  not  burned, 
and  the  special  efforts  by  which  it  was  saved ;"  but  the  court  ex- 
cluded this  evidence,  on  plaintiffs'  objection,  and  defendant 
excepted. 

The  defendant,  having  proved  that  the  fire  entered  the  plain- 
tiffs' warehouse  through  the  aforesaid  opening  in  the  wall, 
«<  offered  to  prove,  by  the  opinion  of  witness,  that  the  house  and 
cotton  could  have  been  saved,  if  this  space  bad  been  built  up." 
The  plaintiffs  objected  to  this  evidence,  and  their  objection  was 
sustained ;  to  which  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  defendant  then  offered  to  read  in  evidence  the  following 
statement  of  Joseph  F.  Bradford,  which  it  was  agreed  should 
befreceived  as  his  deposition  :  "  In  conversation  with  W.  T. 
Hatchett,  after  I  had  seen  his  advertisement  stating  his  ware- 
house to  be  fire-proof,  I  asked  him,  if  it  was  fire -proof.  He 
stated,  he  was  going  to  have  it  fire-proof,  or  as  much  so  as  he 
could,  before  he  stopped  working  on  it.|s^  I  then  told  him^J  would 
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not  ran  the  risk  for  the  storage  he  was  charging,  for  I  believed 
his  advertisement  amounted  to  an  insurance  against  fire.  This 
conversation  took  place  in  the  fall  of  1844,  as  well  as  I  now 
recollect."  The  defendant  offered  this  evidence  together,  as  it 
is  above  set  out ;  the  plaintiffs  objected,  and  the  court  sustained 
the  objection ;  to  which  the  defendant  excepted.  The  defendant 
then  offered  the  above  statement,  leaving  out  the  words  ^^  I  then 
told  him,  I  would  not  run  the  risk  for  the  storage  he  was  charg- 
ing, for  I  believed  his  advertisement  amounted  to  an  insurance 
against  fire,"  for  the  purpose  of  shovring  plaintiff's  continued 
intention  to  make  his  warehouse  fire-proof,  and  to  rebut  the 
idea  that  he  had  abandoned  this  intention.  The  plaintiff  agab 
objected,  and  the  court  sustained  their  objection ;  and  the  de- 
fendant excepted.  Defendant  did  not,  at  any  time,  state  that 
he  "  expected  to  connect  said  statement,  in  whole  or  in  part,  with 
any  other  proof." 

*'  There  was  evidence  conducing  to  show,  that  defendant  had 
waived  his  right,  agreeably  to  the  stipulations  of  the  plaintiffs, 
to  have  his  cotton  stored  in  a  fire-proof  warehouse,  and  was 
content  to  put  up  with  the  warehouse  in  the  condition  in  which 
it  was  proved  to  be  at  the  time  it  was  burned." 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  requested  the  court  to  charge, 
'^  that  it  was  not  consistent  with  ordinary  care  and  diligence  to 
store  gunpowder  in  a  cotton  warehouse ;  and  that,  if  the  jury 
should  believe  that  no  prudent  man  would  do  such  a  thing  wilii 
his  own  cotton,  and  plaintiffs  did  so  with  defendant's  cotton, 
they  must  find  for  defendant."  The  court  refused  this  charge, 
and  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  several  rulings  of  the  court  above  set  forth,  are  now 
assigned  for  error. 

White  &  Pabsonb,  Elmoas  &  Yanc£y,  and  S.  F.  Rice, 
for  plaintiff  in  error : 

1.  Instead  of  allowing  the  opinion  of  the  witness,  as  evidence 
of  the  fact  that  Gibson  ^^  could  see  the  open  space  in  the  side 
wall,"  the  court  should  have  required  him  to  state  the  facts, 
without  which  no  conclusion  could  be  arrived  at  by  any  one, 
viz.,  the  distance,  the  relative  position  of  the  two  points,  wheth- 
er there  was,  at  that  time,  anything  to  obstruct  his  vision  be- 
tween the  two  points.    The  great  objection  to  evidence  of  this 
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kind  iS)  that  it  substitutes  the  witness  for  the  jury. — Johnson 
V.  the  State,  17  Ala.  R.  623  ;  M.  &  W.  P.  Railroad  Co.  v. 
Varner,  19  ift.  186 ;  3  Stark.  Ev.  1736 ;  Bullock  v.  Wilson, 
5  Porter  888 ;  Robertson  v.  Stark,  15  New  Hamp.  109.  The 
question,  too,  called  for  irrelevant  matter  :  Gibson  was  under 
no  obligation  to  ascertain  whether  the  house  was  fire- proof. — 
Hatchett  &  Bro.  v.  Gibson,  18  Ala.  589. 

2.  The  witness,  Thomas,  was  a  master  builder,  and  therefore 
an  expert ;  and  this  renders  his  opinion  competent  evidence. 
His  answer  to  the  ninth  interrogatory  was  responsive,  and  con- 
tained competent  evidence  ;  it  should,  therefore,  have  been  ad- 
mitted.— Litchfield  v.  Falconer,  2:Ala.  280  ;  Donnell  v.  Jones, 
13  Ala.  490;  Borland  v.  Walker,  7  Ala.  269.  It  was  not 
opinion  merely,  but  something  more. — Baldwin  v.  The  State, 
12  Missouri  R.  238  ;  Head  v.  Shaver,  9  Ala.  791.  That  the 
answer  was  relevant,  see  Hatchett  v.  Gibson,  18  Ala.  R.  697. 
The  opinion  was  called  for  without  objection ;  the  failure  to 
object  when  the  cross  interrogatories  were  filed,  was  a  waiver  of 
the  objection  ;  the  objection  was  too  general,  and  was  not  urged. 
Milton  V.  Rowland,  11  Ala.  788. 

3.  The  refusal  of  the  court  to  allow  the  defendant  to  prove 
in  what  manner  the  Warehouse  of  Thomas  was  built,  that  it  waa 
not  burned,  and  the  special  efforts  made  to  save  it,  was  in  direct 
conflict  with  the  decision  of  this  court  when  the  case  was  here 
before. — Hatchett  v.  Gibson,  13  Ala.  598.  The  testimony  of 
Darby,  showing  that  Thomas'  warehouse  was  fire-proof,  was 
before  the  court  when  this  evidence  was  rejected.  The  record 
now  presents  the  exact  state  of  facts  on  which  this  court  held 
this  identical  evidence  admissible.  That  decision  is  the  law  of 
this  case,  even  if  erroneous. 

4.  If  the  opinion  of  the  witness  Darby  is  admissible,  to  prove 
that  Gibson  ^^  could  see  the  open  space  in  the  wall,"  then  his 
opinion  is  also  admissible,  to  prove  that,  ^^  if  the  open  space 
had  been  built  up,  the  house  and  cotton  could  have  been  saved." 

5.  It  ias  already  been  decided,  in  this  very  case,  that 
Hatchett's  declarations  to  Bradford,  as  to  his  intention  to  make 
his  warehouse  fire- proof,  were  admissible. — Hatchett  v.  Gibson, 
18  Ala.  599.  We  think  it  also  allowable,  as  tending  to  show 
notice  to  Hatchett  of  the  insecurity  of  his  house,  to  prove  what 
Bradford  said  to  him* 
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6.  It  is  admitted,  that  warehouse-men  are  only  bound  to  use 
reasonable  and  common  care ;  but  it  is  insisted,  that  storing 
gunpowder  in  a  cotton  warehouse,  is  evidence  of  gross  negli- 
gence.— Chenowith  v.  Dickinson,  8  B,  Monroe  166  ;  Story  on 
Bailments,  §  409,  and  authorities  there  cited. 

John  T.  Morgan  and  Martin  &  Baldwin,  contra  : 

1.  There  was  no  error  in  allowing  the  witness  to  testify  that 
the  defendant  could  have  seen  the  open  space  in  the  wall :  this 
is  not  stating  an  opinion,  but  a  fact.  How  else  could  this  fact 
be  proved? — Chenault  v.  Walker,  14  Ala.  R«  134;  Massey  v. 
Walker,  10 16.  290. 

2.  The  latter  part  of  the  answer  to  the  ninth  interrogatory 
was  not  responsive  to  the  question,  and  it  was  therefore  proper- 
ly rejected.  A  general  objection  may,  it  is  true,  be  overruled, 
if  a  part  of  the  answer  is  unobjectionable ;  but  the  objection 
may  likewise  bo  sustained. — Melton  v.  Troutman,  15  Ala.  637  ; 
Smith  v.  Zaner,  4  i6.  99  ;  Elliott  v.  Pearsall,  1  Peters  328. 

3.  The  witness,  Thomas,  who  testified  that  his  warehouse 
was  fire-proof,  was  introduced  after  Williams,  by  whom  defen- 
dant had  offered  to  prove  ''  in  what  manner  Thomas'  ware-house 
was  built,  that  it  was  not  burned,  and  the  special  efforts  by 
which  it  was  saved."  This  testimony,  when  it  was  offered,  was 
irrelevant,  and  was,  for  that  reason,  properly  ruled  out.  But, 
if  this  was  erroneous,  it  was  error  without  injury ;  for  defendant 
afterwards  proved  by  Thomas  all  that  he  had  sought  to  prove 
by  Williams. — Herbert  v.  Hanrick,  16  Ala.  ;  Parsons  v. 
Boyd,  20  ib.  121 ;  Dye  v.  Easley,  14  ib.  162  ;  Bohannon  v. 
Chapman,  17  ib.  696 ;  Bradford  v.  Bush,  16  ib.  317. 

4.  The  opinion  of  the  witness,  ^^  that  the  house  and  cotton 
could  have  been  saved,  if  the  space  in  the  wall  had  been  built 
up,''  waa  properly  excluded  :  the  evidence  was  the  mere  opinion 
of  the  witness,  in  a  matter  in  which  ho  was  not  an  expert. 

5*  The  written  statement  of  Bradford  was  properly  excluded 
by  the  court.  His  testimony  was  different  from^what  it  was  at 
the  former  trial ;  and,  therefore,  what  the  court  then  said  of  it, 
is  not  DOW  the  law  of  the  case.  Besides,  the  record  shows  that 
it  was  offered  for  an  entirely  different  purpose  from  that  for 
which  the  court  then  said  it  was  admissible. — Walker  v.  Blas- 
singame,  17  Ala.  812 ;  Crea^h  v.  Savage,  9  ib.  969. 
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6.  There  was  no  error  in  refusing  the  charge  asked.  What 
is  ordmarj  care  and  diligence  is  a  matter  of  fact,  depending 
much  upon  where  they  are  to  be  exercised ;  and  there  was  no 
proof  upon  the  point  in  this  case. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.—An  objection  was  taken  in  the 
court  below  to  an  inquiry  made  of  a  witness,  as  to  whether  the 
defendant  could  see  an  opening  in  the  wall  from  the  place  where 
he  was  proved  to  have  been  standing.  This  objection  was 
overruled,  and  the  witness  allowed  to  answer  the  question.  It 
was  through  this  aperture  in  the  wall,  that  the  fire  which  con- 
sumed the  building  entered ;  and  the  defendant  offered  to  prove, 
by  the  opinion  of  a  witness,  that  the  house  and  cotton  could  have 
been  saved,  if  this  opening  had  been  built  up.  This  evidence  was 
rejected.  We  shall  consider  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  relation 
to  this  testimony,  except  as  to  the  relevancy  of  the  first  piece  of 
evidence,  as  constituting  but  one  question. 

The  general  rule  is  conceded,  that  a  witness  must  testify  as 
to  facts,  and  facts  only ;  but  to  this  rule  there  are  several  well 
established  exceptions,  and  it  is  often  extremely  difficult  to  de- 
fine the  line  which  separates  opinion  from  fact.  Evidence  as  to 
personal  identity,— the  value  of  property,  and  hand-writing, 
must  always,  to  a  certain  extent,  be  matter  of  opinion  ;  and 
yet,  in  these  cases,  the  witness  is  allowed  to  state  his  conclu- 
sions.— 1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  440 ;  so,  also,  as  to  time,  and  distance. 
The  question  propounded  to  the  witness  we  regard,  in  substance, 
as  simply  whether  an  object  was  visible  from  a  certain  point, 
and  are  inclined  to  consider  it  as  a  matter  of  fact,  rather  than 
of  opinion.  There  is  no  inference  to  be  drawn — no  circumstan- 
ces to  be  weighed.  It  depends  upon  the  exercise  of  a  physical 
sense.  But,  if  it  were  matter  of  opinion,  we  should  hold  it  ad- 
missible, upon  the  principle  which  obtains  in  the  other  instances 
we  have  referred  to. 

It  is  obvious,  however,  that  the  testimony  which  was  re- 
jected, does  not  rest  upon  the  same  principle.  The  question  as 
to  whether  the  building  could  have  been  saved,  if  the  opening 
referred  to  had  been  built  up,  does  not  depend  upon  the  simple 
exercise  of  a  physical  sense :  it  requires  the  aid  of  the  intellec- 
tual powers ;  there  are,  in  that  case,  inferences  to  be  drawn, 
and  Qirooinstwoes  to  be  weighed,  which  it  is  peculiarly  the  pn^ 
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vince  of  the  jury  to  do.  It  is  entirely  matter  of  opiDion,  and 
there  is  no  principle  on  which  it  can  be  excluded  from  the  opera- 
tion of  the  general  rule  of  law. 

As  to  the  relevaney  of  the  first  question^  we  consider  it  as 
decided  when  the  case  was  last  here. — 13  Ala.  589.  Gibson, 
it  is  true,  was  under  no  obligation  to  ascertain  whether  the 
building  was  fire-proof ;  but  it  was  competent  for  him,  in  the 
language  of  Collier,  C.  J.,  ''  by  his  acts,  to  assent  to  the  storing 
of  his  cotton  in  a  building  of  a  difierent  description  from  what 
the  plaintiffs'  contract  contemplated;"  and  any  testhnony, 
however  slight,  which  tended  to  establish  this  conclusion,  was 
admissible.     In  this  aspect,  the  evidence  was  relevant. 

We  think,  also,  there  was  no  error  in  overruling  the  objection 
to  the  answer  to  the  ninth  interrogatory,  the  latter  portion  of 
which  was  objectionable,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  respon- 
sive. Tho  inquiry  is,  ^^  If  the  warehouse  had  been  as  good  as 
that  of  the  witness,  could  it  have  been  saved  by  the  use  of  ordi- 
nary diligence  ?"  The  reply  is,  '^  Had  it  been  as  good  as  mine, 
eight  such  men  could  have  saved  it,  but  Major  Dick  was  one«" 
We  suppose  the  witness  must  have  referred  to  the  fact  of  the 
number  of  men  engaged  in  saving  his  own  warehouse  on  the 
night  of  the  fire,  or  to  those  who  were  engaged  in  assisting 
Hatchett  that  night-;  and  interpreting  his  answer  by  reference 
to  these  facts,  it  can  only  mean  that,  if  Hatchett's  warehouse 
had  been  equal  to  his  own,  it  could  have  been  saved  by  eight 
men,  if  Major  Dick  was  one.  Admitting,  for  the  sake  of  argu- 
ment, that  any  valid  objection  to  the  question  had  been  waived, 
as  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  we  are 
still  unable,  upon  the  only  rational  interpretation  we  can  put 
upon  the  portion  of  the  answer  to  which  we  have  referred,  to 
perceive  that  it  is  responsive  to  the  interrogatory.  It  assumes, 
that  eight  *'  such  hands"  as  were  engaged  in  rendering  assis- 
tance, either  to  Hatchett  or  the  witness,  during  the  fire,  could, 
by  the  use  of  ordinary  diligence,  have  saved  the  warehouse, 
provided  the  particular  individual  to  whom  he  refers  by  name 
had  been  one  of  them.  This,  by  itself,  and  without  further 
explanation,  was  no  answer  to  the  inquiry  ;  and  if  admitted, 
without  explanation,  might  serve  to  mislead  the  jury.  It  is 
true,  that  a  portfon  only  of  the  answer  was,  upon  the  grounds 
<m  which  we  have  oonsidered  it^  objeotioQable,  while  the  objec^ 
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tion  went  to  the  whole ;  and  we  have  freqaently  held,  that  in 
Btich  case  it  does  not  devolve  upon  the  court  to  separate  the 
legal  from  the  illegal  evidence,  but  that  the  whole  may  be  ad- 
mitted, (Murrah  v.  The  Br.  Bank,  20  Ala.  392,  and  cases  there 
cited) ;  and  upon  the  same  principle,  where  any  portion  is  illegal, 
the  whole  may  be  exclnded. 

In  relation  to  the  offer  made  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
below,  ^'  to  show  in  what  manner  the  warehouse  of  Thomas  was 
built, — that  it  was  not  burned,  and  the  special  efforts  which 
were  made  to  save  it :"  This  evidence  would  have  been  proper, 
if  it  had  been  shown  that  the  building  of  Thomas  was  fire-proof, 
and  as  much  exposed  to  danger  as  Hatchett's  warehouse. — 
Collier,  G.  J.,  in  holding  that  this  evidence  was  admissible,  in 
the  opinion  we  have  already  referred  to,  rests  it  upon  the  first 
ground ;  and  we  have  looked  into  the  record  in  that  case,  and 
find  that  both  of  these  facts  were  in  evidence.  Indeed,  it  is 
obvious  that,  unless  they  were  established,  evidence  showing  the 
same  facts,  in  relation  to  any  other  building,  would  have  been 
equally  relevant.  To  have  rendered  this  evidence  legally  ad- 
mislsible,  the  facts  upon  which  its  relevancy  depended  should 
have  been  proved,  or  it  should  have  been  offered  in  connection 
with  these«  This  was  not  done ;  and  without  it  there  was  no 
error  in  rejecting  the  testimony. 

So,  also,  as  to  the  rejection  of  the  declarations  made  by 
Hatchett  to  Bradford,  in  the  fall  of  1844,  to  the  effect  that  he 
intended  to  make  his  warehouse  fire-proof  before  he  stopped 
working  on  it.  It  was  held,  it  is  true,  when  the  case  was  last 
before  this  court,  that  these  declarations  were  properly  admis- 
sible, for  the  purpose  of  fortifying  the  inferences  resulting  from 
the  advertisements  and  form  of  the  receipts  given  by  the  plain- 
tiff for  cotton  (18  Ala.  589) ;  but  in  the  present  case,  the  record 
shows  that  they  were  not  offered  with  that  view,  but  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  "  the  continued  intention  of  the  plaintiff  to 
make  his  warehouse  fire-proof,  and  to  rebut  the  idea  that  he 
had  abandoned  this  intention ;"  and  conceding  that  the  declar- 
ations may  have  tended  to  establish  these  facts,  we  are  unable 
to  perceive  their  relevancy  to  the  issues.  That  Hatchett  in- 
tended before,  and  in  the  fall  of  1844,  to  make  his  warehouse 
fire-proof,  certainly  does  not  tend  to  show  a  contract  on  his  part 
to  store  in  a  warehouse  of  that  description,  or  to  rebut  any 
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teeiimony  which  had  been  offered  to  prove  that  this  contract, 
if  it  existed,  had  been  modified  or  changed  by  the  parties.  But 
had  it  been  offered  for  the  identical  purpose  for  which  it  was 
decided  by  this  court  to  have  been  admissible,  the  error  in  its 
rejection  would  not  have  been  available  here,  as  the  charge 
of  the  court  was,  that  the  contract  to  store  in  a  fire-proof  ware- 
house was  established  without  the  aid  of  such  facts,  and  the 
evidence  thus  considered  was  redundant  and  superfluous,  the 
exclusion  of  which,  although  erroneous,  is  not  available,  as  no 
injury  results  from  it. 

There  was  no  error  in  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury  as  requested ;  for  the  reason,  that  the  charge  asked  asserts 
the  proposition,  that  the  want  of  ordinary  care  in  a  certain  par- 
ticular, will  render  the  bailee  responsible  in  all  events.  With- 
out deciding  the  question,  whether  the  keepmg  of  gunpowder  in 
a  cotton  warehouse  was  a  want  of  ordinary  care  in  Hatchett,  it 
is  certain,  that,  if  the  destruction  of  the  cotton  was  not  con- 
nected with  that  act,  but  was  owing  to  other  causes,  the  bailee 
could  not  be  held  responsible  on  that  ground. 

It  results  from  the  views  we  have  expressed,  that  there  is  no 
error  in  the  record,  and  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Chilton,  C.  J.,  not  sitting. 


MILLARD'S  ADM'RS  vs.  HALL. 

).  The  retention  of  possession  by  the  vendor  of  a  chattel,  if  unexplained,  is 
only  prima  fade  evidence  of  fraud,  as  against  creditors,  and  may  be 
explained ;  and  if  the  transaction  is  bona  fide  throughout,  and  such  reten- 
tion of  poaaession  is  consistent  with  good  faith  and  the  absolute  disposition 
of  the  property,  the  title  passes  by  the  contract  of  sale. 

2.  An  absolute  bill  of  sale  of  a  slave  is  not  required  to  be  recorded,  althougli 
there  is  a  contemporaneous  agreement  for  the  delivery  of  the  slave  at  a 

''  fiitore  day. 

3.  When  the  facts  in  evidence  show  a  sufficient  explanation  of  the  vendoi  -s 
reWution  of  po«e«ioo,  the  party  alleging  fraud  cannot  complain  on  error 
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that  the  coart  referred  to  the  jury  the  question  of  their  sufficieney.  As  to 
what  is  a  sufficient  explanation  of  the  vendor-s  retention  of  possession. 

4.  Where  slaves  are  attached,  and  sold  under  an  order  of  court  as  "perudia- 
ble  property/*  the  sale  is  sufficient  to  pass  the  title  to  the  purchaser  [Lioox. 
J.,  dtMsenting). 

o.  An  order  of  court  directing  the  sheriff  to  **  proceed  to  sell'^  certain  prop- 
erty in  his  hands,  which  he  had  attached,  and  ''pay  the  proceeds  into  court,** 
is  a  sufficient  authority  to  him  to  make  the  sale,  without  any  process  or  copy 
of  the  order  from  the  clerk. 

H.  An  agreement,  of  recoixl,  that  the  testimony  of  a  witness  '*  shall  be  consid- 
ered as  regularly  taken,"  does  not  prevent  an  objection  to  any  portion  of  it 
containing  illegal  eyidence. 

7.  To  authorize  the  admission  of  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  an 
order  of  sale  made  by  the  court,  its  existence  should  be  6r8t  proved,  and  itA 
absence  accounted  for,  or  its  loss  established,  after  the  requisite  searchef>  had 
been  made  for  it  in  the  proper  office. 


Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Autauga. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Andrew  B.  Moore. 

Detinue  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  as  administrators  of 
Nathaniel  M.  Dillard,  deceased,  against  William  T.  Hall,  for 
a  slave  named  Big  George,  alleged  to  be  the  property  of  the 
plaintifis'  intestate. 

On  the  trial  a  bill  of  exceptions  was  allowed,  from  which  it 
appears  that  the  plaintiffi)  claimed  title  to  the  negro  in  the  fol* 
lowing  manner :  The  plaintiffs  introduced  the  record  of  a  judg- 
ment from  Mississippi,  showing  that  one  Greene,  on  the  18th 
day  of  March,  1848,  recovered  a  judgment  against  one  Thomas 
Hall,  for  the  sum  of  about  $10,000.  The  said  Greene,  on  or 
about  the  29th  day  of  March,  1848,  commenced  an  attachment 
suit  against  the  said  Hall,  in  Dallas  County,  Alabama,  founded 
upon  his  Mississippi  judgment ;  and  under  the  said  attachment 
the  negro  in  question  was  levied  on,  and  sold  as  perishable 
property,  by  order  of  the  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Dallas. 
The  record  of  the  attachment  suit  in  Dallas  is  made  an  exhibit 
to  the  bill  of  exceptions,  and  in  it  appears  the  order  for  the  sale 
of  the  property  levied  on  as  perishable ;  but  the  record  does  not 
show  any  process,  issued  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  in  which  said 
attachment  was  pending,  for  the  sale  of  the  property.  The 
plaintiffs  proved,  that  after  the  making  of  the  order  to  sell  the 
property  levied  on  as  perishable,  the  sheriff  of  Dallas  sold  tk« 
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same,  and  at  such  sale  Messrs.  Bliss  &  Jones  became  the  par- 
cbasers  of  said  negro,  and  conveyed  him  to  one  Abner  Jones, 
who  sold  and  conveyed  him  to  the  plaintiffs'  intestate. 

The  defendant  claimed  title  by  bill  of  sale  from  Thomas 
Hall  directly  to  himself,  which  is  as  follows :  ^'  Received  of 
William  T.Hall  nineteen  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  in  full  pur- 
chase money  for  four  negroes,  to- wit :  Big  George,  a  man  twenty 
seven  years  of  age,  Reuben,  a  man  twenty- three  years  of  age, 
Avis,  a  woman  twenty-five  years  of  age,  Kinchen,  a  boy  twelve 
years  old ;  and  also  two  mules,  one  dark  mule  nine  or  ten  years 
old,  called  by  the  name  of  Kit,  one  bay  named  Pet ;  which 
n^oes  and  mules  I  will  warrant  the  titles  good  against  any 
claim  or  claims  whatsoever,  this  the  8th  day  of  March,  1848. 
Signed  in  presence  of  )    [Signed]       Thomas  H.  Ball. 

J.  C.  Wray.     } 
N.  B.  The  above  named  negroes  and  mules  are  to  be  deliv- 
ered up  to  William  T.  Hall  on  the  1st  day  of  December  next, 
this  the  8th  day  of  March,  1848. 

Test :  >      [Signedl  Thomas  H.  Hall. 

J.  C.  Wbay-  S 
The  plaintiff  showed,  that  their  intestate  had  possession  of  the 
negro,  and  took  such  possession  with  the  conveyance  of  the  title 
from  the  said  Abner  Jones ;  that  he  held  said  slave  for  some 
time,  when  the  defendant  got  possession  of  him,  and  had  held 
said  possession  until  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  to  the 
present  time.    The  plaintiffs  introduced  evidence  tending  to 
show,   that  Thomas    H.  Hall  had,  for  a  number  of  years 
before  1848,  been  the  owner  of  the  slaves  levied  on,  and  amongst 
others  the  one  in  question ;  that  he  resided  in  Alabama  a  num- 
ber of  years,  but  in  1845  removed  to  Mississippi,  where  his 
negroes,  more  than  twenty  in  number,  remained  until  the  latter 
part  of  December,  1847,  when  they  were  secretly  removed  back 
to  Autauga  County,  Alabama ;  after  said  negroes  arrived  in 
Alabama,  they  were  placed  by  Thomas  H.  Hall  on  a  planta- 
tion in  Autauga,  where  he  had  prepared  to  make  a  crop,   and 
daring  the  month  of  March,    1848,    had  planted  some ;  that 
about  the  latter  part  of  March,  1848,  the  said  Thomas  H. 
received  information  from  Mississippi  that  Greene  bad  recov- 
ered a  judgment  against  him  for  $10,000,  and  that  said  Greene 
iMd  an  agent  in  Alabama,  and  in  Autauga  Couat^,  with  a  yiew 
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of  taking  legal  steps  to  make  the  money  on  said  judgment ;  that 
as  soon  as  the  said  Thomas  H.  acquired  the  above  stated  infor- 
mation, he  started  his  overseer,  in  the  night  time,  with  ten 
negroes,  which  were  afterwards  levied  on  in  Dallas,  and  of 
which  the  negro  in  question  was  one,  instructing  him  to  go  to 
Louisiana,  or  somewhere  west,  and  do  the  best  he  could  for  him 
with  them.  Whilst  these  negroes  were  passing  through  Dallas, 
in  flight,  they  were  seized  and  levied  on  in  the  attachment  suit 
above  named.  It  was  shown  that  no  person  claimed  said 
negroes  when  levied  on  in  the  manner  aforesaid,  and  that  the 
said  Thomas  H.  had  sent  them  off  expressly  to  get  them  beyond 
the  reach  of  Greene's  judgment  or  attachment. 

The  depositions  of  one  Lovett,  and  of  one  Lapsley,  were 
introduced,  certain  portions  of  which  referring  to  the  contents  of 
the  order  of  sale  issued  by  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court,  were 
excluded  by  the  court ;  to  this  the  plaintiffs  excepted.  The 
witness  Lovett  uses  the  following  language  :  "  The  order  for 
selling  the  negroes  was  in  writing,  issued  by  the  clerk  of  the 
Circuit  Court,  and  came  to  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  in  the  usual 
manner.  After  the  sale  the  order  was  returned  to  the  office 
of  the  circuit  clerk  ;  witness  is  informed  that  there  is  a  trans- 
cript sent  up  from  the  clerk's  office  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Dal- 
las, to  be  used  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  this  case,  in  whioh 
the  order  inquired  of  appears,  and  therefore  supposes  it  is 
unnecessary  for  him  to  attach  a  copy  as  requested  in  this  inter* 
rogatory," 

The  defendant,  in  order  to  strengthen  his  title,  based  as  it 
was  on  the  bill  of  sale  from  Thomas  H.  Hall,  as  above  stated, 
offered  evidence  tending  to  show,  that  before  the  date  of  said 
bill  of  sale,  the  said  Thos.  H.  Ilall  was  indebted  to  him  in  a 
sum  more  than  $2,000.  The  testimony  showed,  that  there  was 
no  delivery  of  possession  of  said  slaves  named  in  the  bill  of  sale 
to  said  William  T.  Hall,  but  that  they  remained  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  said  Thomas  Hall,  under  an  agreement  made  at  the 
time  of  the  sale.  The  testimony  tended  to  show,  that  Thomas 
H.  Hall  had  given  his  note  for  the  reasonable  hire  of  said  slaves, 
during  that  3^ear,  to  the  first  of  December  ;  but  there  was  no 
proof  that  said  hire,  or  any  part  thereof,  had  ever  been  paid 
by  said  Thomas  H.  to  said  William  T. 

The  additional  clause  to  the  bill  of  sale  was  proved  to  have 


Digitized  by  VjOOQiC 


JANUARY  TERM,  1864. 218 

MUlard's  Adm'rs  v.  Hall. 

been  made  at  the  same  time  with  the  main  body  of  it,  and  formed 
part  and  parcel  of  the  same  transaction.  There  was  no  proof 
that  said  bill  of  sale  was  ever  recorded,  or  that  any  effort  was 
ever  made  to  record  it.  It  was  further  shown,  that  Thomas 
H.  Hall  and  William  T.  Hall  were  brothers.  The  testimony 
also  tended  to  show,  that  the  said  William  T.  Hall  knew  of  the 
levy  of  the  attachment  on  the  property,  a  few  days  after  the 
same  was  made.  There  was  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
Greene,  or  the  purchasers  at  sheriff 's  sale,  had  any  notice  of  the 
claim  of  William  T.  Hall.  The  testimony  tended,  further,  to 
show  that  Thomas  H.  Hall  was  indebted  also  as  surety  for  Dixom 
Hall  before  March  in  1848,  and  that  early  in  that  month  the 
balance  of  his  negroes  had  been  levied  on  under  an  execution 
from  Macon  County,  and  were  afterwards  all  sold  ;  that  the 
n^roes,  after  the  sale  to  William  T.  Hall,  by  the  bill  of  sale 
above  set  forth,  were  permitted  to  remain  with  the  said  Thomas 
H«,  under  the  contract  for  hire,  to  enable  him  to  make  his  crop 
for  that  year. 

Upon  this  evidence,  the  plaintiffs  asked  the  court  to  charge 
the  jury : 

1.  That,  if  they  find  from  the  evidence  that  there  was  a  pri- 
vate sale  of  negroes  by  Thomas  Hall  to  William  T.  Hall,  on 
the  8th  of  March,  1848,  and  there  was  no  actual  delivery  of 
the  property,  and  the  property  was  permitted  to  remain  in  the 
possession  of  Thomas  H.,  and  the  creditor,  Greene,  afterwards 
levied  on  the  property,  whilst  in  the  possession  of  the  said  Thos. 
H.,  without  any  notice  of  the  sale  to  William  T.,  an<l  said  prop- 
arty  was  afterwards  sold  under  the  levy,  and  purchased  without 
notice  of  William  T.  Hall's  claim,  then  the  right  of  such  pur- 
chaser at  sheriff's  sale  would  be  better  than  that  of  William  T. 
Hall ;  which  charge  the  court  refused  to  give,  without  this  qual- 
ifieation :  that  if  the  possession  of  Thomas  Hall,  after  the  bill 
of  sale  to  William  T.  Hall,  was  satisfactorily  explained,  Wil- 
liam T.  Hall's  right,  if  his  purchase  was  bona  fde,  would  be 
better  than  those  of  the  purchasers  at  sheriff's  sale;  to  which 
refbsal  to  charge,  and  to  the  qualincation  as  given,  the  plaintiff 
excepted. 

2.  That  the  bill  of  sale,  with  the  addition  thereto,  being  on 
the  tame  day,  and  a  part  of  the  same  transaction,  containing  a 
reeenration  to  the  grantor,  should  have  been  recorded  as  required 
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by  the  statute,  and,  if  not  recorded  within  the  time  prescribed 
by  law^  woald  be  void  as  to  creditors  and  purchasers  without 
notice,  unless  the  possession  of  the  property  had  been  changed  ; 
which  charge  the  court  refused  to  give,  and  the  plaintifis  excepted. 
2.  That  the  continuance  of  the  possession  of  the  property  by 
Thomas  Hall,  after  the  sale  to  William,  was  not  sufficiently 
explained  by  the  facts  proven  in  relation  thereto,  if  the  sale  was 
a  private  one. 

4.  That  the  retention  of  possession  of  the  property,  after  the 
sale  by  Thomas  Hall,  is  not  sufficiently  explained  by  the  post- 
seript  or  addition  to  the  bill  of  sale,  stipulating  for  the  delivery 
of  the  property  at  a  future  time,  if  the  sale  was  a  private  one, 
nor  by  the  fact  that  the  vendor,  having  prepared  his  lands  for 
a  full  crop,  desired  to  retain  the  negroes,  to  aid  in  planting  and 
cultivating  the  crop,  although  there  was  a  private  agreement  to 
pay  hire  for  the  negroes,  which  was  not  paid.  The  court 
refused  to  give  these  charges,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  unwil- 
ling to  instruct  the  jury  as  to  what  was  or  was  not  a  sufficient 
explanation  of  the  circumstances  of  the  possession  by  the  vendor, 
the  court  preferring  to  leave  that  question  to  the  jury  ;  to  which 
refusal  to  charge,  the  plaintiffs  excepted. 

5.  The  plaintiffs  further  asked  the  court  to  charge,  that  there 
was  a  sufficient  order  to  authorize  the  sheriff  to  sell  the  prop- 
erty levied  on  under  the  attachment,  and  that  the  sheriff  was 
authorized  to  sell  under  the  order  of  the  Circuit  Court,  as  set 
forth  in  the  record  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Dallas,  without 
any  further  order  or  process.  This  charge  the  court  refused, 
and  charged  the  jury,  that  the  order  of  the  Circuit  Court,  with- 
out further  order  or  process  issued  thereon  by  the  clerk,  was 
not  sufficient  authority  to  the  sheriff  of  Dallas  to  sell  the  prop* 
erty,  and  that  the  record  from  Dallas  showed  no  sufficient 
authority ;  that,  if  the  sheriff  proceeded  to  sell  under  the  order 
of  the  Circuit  Court,  as  set  forth  in  the  record  from  Dallas, 
without  any  other  process  or  order,  then  the  sale  was  void,  and 
the  purchaser  at  such  sale  got  no  title ;  to  which  refusal  to 
charge  as  asked,  and  to  the  charge  as  given,  the  plaintiffs  ex 
cepted. 

The  plaintiffs  thereupon  took  a  non-suit,  and  a  bill  of  excep> 
tions  to  the  several  rulings  against  them  ;  and  they  now  aasifi^ 
for  error  these  several  rulings  of  the  court  below. 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TERM,  1864-  215 


Millard's  Adm'rsv.HaU. 


Watts,  Judge  &  Jackson,  for  plaintiffs  io  error  : 

L  1.  Ad  attaching  creditor  is  to  be  considered  as  a  pur- 
chaser.-^Coffin  v.  Bay,  1  Metcalf  212,  which  is  cited  with 
approbation  in  the  case  of  Ohio  Ins.  Co«  v.  Ledyard,  8  Ala. 
873 ;  also,  Shmnway  v.  Rutter,  7  Pick.  56,  and  the  authorities 
cited  by  Merrick  for  defendant. 

2.  The  attaching  creditor's  rights  are  superior  to  those  of  a 
secret  purchaser,  who  permits  the  property  to  remain  in  the 
render's  'possession,  unless  the  attaching  creditor  liad  notice  of 
the  sale,  either  actual  or  constructive,  before  he  acquired  a  lien 
by  his  levy.— 7  Pick.  56  ;  17  Mass.  110 ;  1  Metcalf  212.— 
The  New  Hampshire  and  Connecticut  cases,  cited  by  the  coun- 
sel for  defendant  in  error,  maintain  this  principle  to  the  fullest 
extent,  and  simply  say  that  there  was  a  wrong  application  of 
the  principle.  All  these  authorities  show,  that  there  must  be 
an  actual  delivery,  when  it  is  practicable. 

8.  In  this  case,  both  Wm.  T.  Hall  and  Greene  were  creditors 
of  Thomas  Hall ;  and  he  who  is  most  diligent  and  is  least  in 
fault,  has  the  superior  right.  Now  the  former,  after  taking  his 
bill  of  sale,  chose  to  let  Thomas  Hall  keep  possession  until 
Greene  attached.  Greene  had  no  notice  of  Hall's  purchase,  and 
nothing  to  put  him  on  inquiry  :  it  was  a  private  sale,  and  the 
possession  remained  unchanged.  Nor  did  the  purchaser  under 
the  attachment  have  any  notice  whatever  of  William  T.  Hall's 
rights,  nor  was  there  anything  to  put  him  on  inquiry  :  on  the 
other  hand,  all  the  facts  tended  to  show  to  them  that  Thomas 
Hall  had  been,  and  continued  to  be,  the  owner  of  the  property; 
his  possession  was  the  same ;  the  negroes  were  in  flight,  run- 
ning away  secretly,  at  the  instance  and  request  of  Thomas 
Hall ;  no  claim  to  the  property  was  interposed  by  William  T. 
Hall ;  his  interest  was  not  made  known  on  the  day  of  sale, 
althoQgh  he  knew  of  it,  and  was  fully  informed  of  the  levy  and 
flight  of  the  negroes. 

II.  The  bill  of  sale,  and  the  postscript  to  it,  if  they  are  to  be 
regarded  as  one  instrument,  reserved  an  interest  to  the  grantor, 
and  are  not  good,  as  against  an  attaching  creditor,  or  a  pur- 
chaser without  notice.  Either  actual  or  constructive  notice 
must  have  appeared.    The  deed  should  have  been  recorded. 

ni.  1.  But  if  it  was  not  required  to  be  recorded,  then,  we 
insist  the  charge  seked  ought  to  have  been  given.    The  facts 
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and  circumstances  did  not  furnish  a  sufficient  explanation  of  the 
vendor's  retention  of  possession  after  the  bill  of  sale. — Borland 
V.  Planters  &  Merchants'  Bank,  5  Ala.  631,  and  the  long  list 
of  authorities  there  cited. 

2.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  charge  the  jury  as  to  what 
was  a  sufficient  explanation  ot  the  retention  of  possession.  The 
facts  being  ascertained,  this  was  purely  a  question  of  law,  and 
the  court  was  bound  to  charge  the  jury  what  was  the  law. — 
See  Borland  v.  P.  &  M.  Bank,  mjjra^  and  numerous  other 
cases,  mataining  that  whenever  the  facts  are  ascertained,  the 
question  is  one  of  law,  and  not  of  fact. 

IV.  As  to  the  charge  and  refusal  to  charge,  as  to  the  order 
of  the  Circuit  Court  furnishino;  authority  to  the  sheriff  to  sell : 
The  order  was  ample  and  complete  authority,  and  the  sale  under 
it  was  confirmed  by  the  court  in  its  judgment  entry. — Clay's 
Digest,  p.  56,  §  8.  But  if  the  issuance  of  a  copy  of  the  order 
by  the  clerk  would  have  been  regular,  the  sale  without  the  issue 
of  such  a  copy  would  be,  at  most,  merely  voidable,  not  void, 
and  the  purchaser's  title  would  be  valid. — Ware  v.  Bradford,  2 
Ala.  676  ;  5  ib.  58;  6  *.  234 ;  4  ib.  402 ;  Hubbert  v.  MeCol- 
lum,  13  ib'  282;  Cogburn  v.  Spence,  15  ib.  549;  Pollard  v. 
Cocke,  19  ib.  193 ;  Weir  v.  Clayton,  19  ib.  182. 

V.  The  testimony  of  Lapsley  and  Lovett  ought  not  to  have 
been  excluded.  The  agreement  of  counsel,  entered  of  record, 
which  was  given  after  the  testimony  was  taken,  authorized  its 
admission,  and  the  court  had  no  authority  to  set  aside  the 
a;yreement.  But  the  court  did  not,  in  fact,  set  aside  the  agree- 
munt,  but  simply  construed  it  in  such  a  way  as  to  exclude  the 
testimony  ;  and  in  this  construction  we  say  the  court  erred. 

N.  Harris,  contra  : 

1.  The  conveyance  of  the  negroes,  and  the  promise  to  deliver 
them  on  the  first  of  December  written  under  it,  being  made  at 
the  same  time,  constitute  but  one  agreement. — Sewall  v.  Henry, 
1)  Ala.  24. 

2.  By  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  the  property  was  to  re- 
liiuin  in  the  vendor's  possession  until  the  first  of  December  fol- 
lowing the  sale,  under  a  promise  from  him  to  pay  hire.  His 
possession,  therefore,  was  consistent  with  the  agreement,  and 
was  not  a  badge  of  fraud. — ^Hopkins  v.  Scott,  20  Ala.  184 ; 
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Magee  v.  Carpenter,  4  ib.  4T4;  Ravisies  v.  Alston,  5  ib.  308 ; 
Dabose  v.  Dabose,  7  ib.  285 ;  Desha,  Shepard  &  Co.  y.  Scales, 
6  ib.  860 ;  Ayers  v.  Moore,  2  Stew.  343 ;  Henderson  v.  Mabrj, 
13  ib.  718  ;  Mauldin  &  Terrell  y.  Mitchell,  14  ib.  819  ;  Cow- 
per  432;  Hohnes  y.  Crane,  2  Pick.  610  ;  3  ft.  267  ;  hax^  oa 
Sales,  pp.  112, 113,  279. 

3.  The  conyeyance  from  Thomas  Hall  to  William  was  not 
such  a  conyeyance  as  the  law  requires  to  be  recorded  :  it  was 
upon  a  consideration  deemed  yaluable  in  law.  The  only  comyey* 
ances  of  personal  property  required  by  cor  registry  acts  to  be 
recorded,  are :  first,  conveyances  on  consideration  not  deemed 
yalnable  in  law,  where  the  possession  shall  not  remain  with  the 
donee;  second,  loans,  declarations  of  uses,  &c.,  when  posses* 
sion  shall  haye  remained  with  the  loanee  for  the  term  <^  three 
years ;  third,  deeds  and  conveyances  of  personal  property  in 
trust  to  secure  any  debt  or  debts. — Clay's  Digest,  p.  285,  §§  2 
and  5. 

4.  If  the  agreement  to  deliver  the  slaves  on  the  first  of  De- 
cember cannot  be  considered  a  part  of  the  original  contract  of 
sale^  then,  if  the  sale  and  hiring  were  bona  Jtckj  and  on  a  suffix 
cient  valuable  consideration,  such  hiring  is  a  sufficient  ezplaai&- 
tion  of  the  retention  of  possession  by  the  vendor. — Hobbs  v. 
Bibb,  2  Stew.  67  ;  2.  Pick.  610  ;  8  ib.  257. 

5.  If  the  retention  of  possession  by  the  vendor  was  consistent 
with  the  terms  of  the  sale ;  or,  if  the  sale  and  hiring  were  bona 
fidey  and  on  sufficient  consideration :  in  either  ease,  the  court 
properly  refused  to  give  the  third  and  fourth  charges  asked  bj 
plaintifb  in  error,  because  both  of  them  exduded  from  the  oon- 
sideratioQ  of  the  jury  the  bona  fides  of  the  sale  and  hiring— 
facts  which  were  material  to  the  defendant's  title. — ^Nabors  v. 
Camp,  14  Ala.  464 ;  Carlisle  v.  Hill,  16  ib.  406. 

6.  The  declaration  of  the  presiding  judge,  ^^  that  he  was 
unwilling  to  instruct  the  jury,  as  to  what  was,  or  was  not,  a 
sufficient  explanation,- '  &c.,  was  not  a  diarge  :  it  waa  simply 
assigning  a  reason  for  reAismg  to  give  the  charges  asked ;  and, 
even  if  the  opinion  was  erroneous,  it  was  no  ground  for  reversal. 
Oreen  v.  Tims,  16  Ala.  541 ;  Phillips  v.  Beene,  16  ib.  720; 
8  Porter  142.  It  is  the  province  of  the  jury  to  detenBune 
whether  the  explanation  is  sufficient*— Henderson  v*  Mabry, 
13  Ala.  715  ;  9  Conn.  21^. 

15 
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7.  The  sheriff,  beiDg  a  mere  ministerial  officer,  has  not  au- 
thority to  act,  in  any  civil  matter,  unless  some  precept  or  war- 
rant, issued  by  lawful  authority,  is  placed  in  his  hands,  com- 
manding him  to  do  the  required  act :  he  cannot  act  officially,  in 
any  civil  matter,  without  process. — 8  Bacon's  Abr.,  p.  694,  and 
cases  cited ;  Hall  v.  Roche,  8  Term  R.  187.  The  statute  under 
which  the  order  of  sale  purports  to  have  been  granted,  requires, 
by  necessary  implication,  that  the  order  of  sale,  or  some  pro- 
cess, shall  be  placed  in  the  sheriff 's  hands ;  otherwise,  how  could 
he  be  sued  for  failing  to  return  it  1 — Clay's  Digest,  p.  66,  §  8. 

8.  The  order  of  sale  was  a  nullity,  because  the  facts  which 
authoriao  a  sale  of  property  seized  under  attachment  were  not 
shown  to  have  existed.  The  seventh  and  eighth  sections  of  the 
law  relating  to  attachments,  found  in  Clay's  Digest,  p.  56,  are 
die  only  statutes  applicable  to  the  case ;  and  unless  they  confer 
authority  upon  the  circuit  judges  to  order  a  sale  of  slaves  aa 
^^  perishable  property,"  the  authority  does  not  exist.  The 
seventh  section  declares  the  nature  of  the  property  which  may 
be  sold,  and  the  eighth  declares  the  evidence  upon  which  the 
order  of  sale  may  be  made,  and  the  proceedings  of  the  officer 
under  the  order.  It  cannot  be  insisted,  that  the  words  ^^clearly 
of  a  wasting  or  perishable  nature,"  in  their  common  acceptation, 
include  slaves  ;  and  the  rule  of  construction  is,  that  words 
which  are  not  technical,  when  used  in  statutes,  are  to  be  under- 
stood in  their  common  acceptation.  It  is  evident  that  the  stat- 
ute was  not  intended  to  embrace  every  species  of  personal  pro- 
perty ;  for,  if  such  had  been  the  intention,  fit  and  proper 
language  would  have  been  used.  The  property  must  not  only 
be  personal,  but  "clearly  of  a  perishable  nature"  or  ^'likely  to 
waste,  or  be  destroyed  by  keeping."  Slaves  are  regarded  by 
our  laws  as  the  highest  species  of  personal  property,  and  are 
even  invested  with  some  of  the  attributes  of  realty ;  and  such 
is  the  policy  of  the  law  in  the  other  slave-holding  States.  As 
to  what  "  perishable  property"  is,  see  1  Bouv.  Law  Diet., 
'<  Bam  PerUuroj^^  p.  200,  (2d  ed).  If  lands  were  sold  under 
such  an  order  as  "  perishable  property,"  the  order  would  clearly 
be  a  nullity,  and  the  purchaser  would  take  no  title ;  and  the 
same  result  must  follow,  if  an  order  was  made,  under  similar 
circumstances,  for  the  sale  of  any  property  not  "  clearly  of  a 
wasting  or  perishable  nature." 
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9.  If  the  order  of  sale  was  a  nuUitj,  then  no  title  passed  by 
it,  and  it  may  be  collateially  impeached. — Wightman  v.  Kars- 
ner,  20  Ala.  453. 

10.  The  evidence  offered  of  the  contents  of  the  order  of  sale, 
being  secondary,  was  properly  excluded. — Boykin,  McRae  & 
Foster  v.  Collins,  20  Ala.  232 ;  Smelser  v.  DranB,  19  i6, 245 ; 
Wiswall  V.  Knevals,  18  iJ.  65 ;  Yarbrough  ▼.  Hadion,  19  ib. 
654  ;  McDade  v.  Meade,  18  ib.  214  ;  ib.  388. 

11.  The  agreement  as  to  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  did 
not  authorize  the  admission  of  any  illegal  evidence ;  and,  even 
if  such  had  been  its  effect,  it  was  competent  for  the  court  to 
relieve  the  party  from  the  consequences  of  it. — 1  Green.  Ey. 
240.  It  was  a  matter  within  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and 
therefore  not  revisable  on  error. 

12.  The  defendant  in  error  was  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable 
consideration. — Ohio  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ledyard,  8  Ala*  874 ; 
Bank  of  Mobile  v.  £tall,  6  ib.  639. 

13.  The  delivery  of  the  bill  of  sale  was  a  symbolical  deliv- 
ery of  the  property,  and  passed  the  title. — Long  on  Sales  279. 
The  case  of  Lanfear  v.  Sumner,  17  Mass.  109,  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  common  law :  it  is  predicated  on  the  rule  of  the  civil 
law,  which  requires  delivery  of  the  thing  to  vest  title ;  delivery 
is  not  necessary  by  the  common  law  to  pass  title.  The  case  is 
denied  to  be  law  in  Connecticut  (Ingraham  v.  Wheeler,  6  Conn. 
284)  and  in  New  Hampshire  (5  N.  H.  573).  It  cannot  be  re- 
conciled with  the  foUowmg  cases :  Portland  Bank  v.  Stacey,  4 
Mass.  663  ;  Putnam  v.  Dutch,  8  ib.  287 ;  Badlam  v.  Tucker, 
1  Pick.  389  ;  Jewett  v.  Warren,  12  Mass.  800 ;  Joy  v.  Sears, 
9  Pick.  4 ;  Goodwin  v.  Howland,  2  ib.  604 ;  Shumnay  v.  Rat- 
ter, 8  ib.  447,  and  7  ib.  56. 

GIBBONS,  J. — The  first  question  presented  by  the  present 
record  is,  whether  actual  delivery  of  personal  chattels  is  essen- 
tial, in  order  to  complete  the  contract  of  sale,  and  pass  the  title 
to  property,  as  respects  the  creditors  of  the  vendor.  As  between 
the  vendor  and  vendee,  the  simple  contract  of  sale,  when  com- 
plete in  all  its  parts,  undoubtedly  passes  the  title ;  but  as 
respects  the  creditors  of  the  vendor,  when  the  possession  of  the 
chattel  remains  with  the  latter  after  the  contract  of  sale, 
does  the  title  pass,  so  as  to  effect  an  actual  change  of  prop- 
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erty?  According  to  the  doctrine  of  this  court,  as  settled  at 
an  early  day,  where  the  possession  of  a  chattel  remains  with  the 
vendor,  it  is,  as  to  creditors,  a  badge  of  fraud  simply,  and  not 
fraud  per  se.  Such  possession,  so  remaining  with  the  vendor, 
unexplained,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  fraud,  but  still  may  be 
explained ;  and  if  consistent  with  good  faith  and  the  absolute 
disposition  of  property,  and  the  transaction  is  Jorui  ./Me  through- 
out, then  the  title  passes  by  the  contract  of  sale,  notwithstand- 
ing the  possession  remains  with  the  vendor. — Hobbs  v.  Bibb,  2 
Stewart  54 ;  Ayres  v.  Moore,  ib.  336.  The  doctrine  of  these 
early  decisions  has  never  been  departed  from  by  this  court,  but 
has  several  times  been  subsequently  recognized  and  followed. — 
Blocker  v.  Burgess,  2  Ala.  354 ;  Ravisies  v.  Alston,  5  Ala. 
297  ;  Planters'  &  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Borland,  6  Ala.  531 ; 
Mauldin  &  Terrell  v.  Mitchell,  14  Ala.  814.  It  follows,  that 
there  was  no  error  in  refusing  to  give  the  first  charge  prayed 
by  the  plaintiff,  nor  in  giving  to  the  jury  the  charge  adopted  by 
the  court. 

2.  Neither  did  the  court  err  in  refusbg  to  give  the  second 
charge  asked.  We  know  of  no  law,  in  our  State,  that  requires 
such  a  bill  of  sale  to  be  recorded  ;  and  if  the  defendant  had 
taken  the  trouble  to  have  had  it  acknowledged  and  recorded,  his 
position  would,  in  no  respect,  have  been  changed. — Hobbs  v. 
Bibb,  2  Stewart,  supra.  This  charge  was  therefore  properly 
refused. 

The  third  and  fourth  exceptions,  as  to  the  efiect  of  the  proof 
tending  to  explain  the  possession  of  Thomas  Hall  after  the  date 
of  the  bill  of  sale  to  William  T.  Hall,  may  be  considered  together. 
In  each  of  these  requests  to  charge,  the  plaintiff  desired  the 
court  to  say  to  the  jury,  that  the  possession  of  Thomas  Hall 
was  not  sufficiently  explained  by  the  facts  offered  in  evidence. 
This  the  court  refused  to  do ;  and  in  the  latter,  the  court  left 
it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  explanation  of  such  possession 
was  sufficient  or  not.  We  think  there  was  no  error  in  the 
refusal  to  charge  as  prayed  in  these  requests ;  nor  is  there  any 
error  of  which  the  plaintiff  can  complain,  in  the  court's  leavmg 
it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  possession  was  sufficiently 
explained  or  not.  In  the  case  of  Planters'  &  Merchants'  Baidc 
V.  Borland,  supra^  it  is  said,  that  fraud  is  a  question  of  law, 
after  the  facts  are  found.    Without  calling  in  question  the  cor- 
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rectness  of  this  position,  but  taking  it  as  the  i**..  ^  "  '  '^'^ 
the  present  case,  still  there  is  no  error  of  which  the  plaininu 
can  complain  in  the  present  case,  in  having  the  question  of  fraud 
left  to  the  jury.  The  reason  is,  that,  according  to  the  rule  as 
laid  down  in  the  case  of  the  Planters'  &  Merchants'  Bank  v. 
Borland,  the  court  should  have  pronounced  upon  the  question 
of  fraud  in  the  fourth  request  to  charge,  and  should  have  stated 
to  the  jury,  that,  on  the  facts  proved,  the  possession  was  suflS- 
ciently  explained.  We  have  no  Jiesitation  in  coming  to  the 
conclusion,  that,  on  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  exceptions, 
given  in  evidence  in  explanation  of  the  possession  of  Thomas 
Hall,  such  possession  was  sufficiently  explained,  if  the  transac- 
tion was  in  all  other  respects  bona  fide.  Leaving  this  question 
to  the  jury,  therefore,  by  the  court,  was  giving  to  the  plaintiflFa 
thereby  another  chance  of  a  favorable  result  to  them  upon  the 
point ;  whereas,  if  the  court  had  done  its  duty,  it  would  have 
taken  the  question  of  explanation  entirely  from  the  jury,  and 
charged  that  the  explanation  given,  if  true,  was  sufficient,  in 
law,  to  repel  the  presumption  of  fraud.  We  say  nothing  of 
the  correctness  of  the  rule  as  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Planters' 
&  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Borland,  and  Mauldin  &  Terrell  v. 
Mitchell, ^upra,  but  simply  follow  it;  and  by  that  lule  the 
plaintiffs  in  error  have  no  cause  to  complain  of  any  matter  in 
the  third  and  fourth  requests  to  charge.  If  we  were  inclined  to 
remodel  the  rule  laid  down,  it  would  be  made  more  strmgent 
against  the  plaintiffs. 

4.  The  fifth  request  to  charge  was,  that  the  record  from 
Dallas  showed  sufficient  authority  to  the  sheriff  to  sell  the  slaves 
levied  on  under  the  attachment.  This  the  court  refused,  and 
charged  the  jury,  that  the  said  record  did  not  phow  a  sufficient 
authority  to  the  sheriff  to  sell ;  and  further,  that,  if  that  was 
the  only  authority  under  which  the  slave  in  question  was  sold 
by  the  sheriff,  then  the  purchasers  at  said  sale  acquired  no  title. 
The  court  further  asserted  the  proposition,  that,  in  addition  to 
the  order  of  sale  made  by  the  court,  as  shown  in  the  transcript 
of  the  record  from  Dallas,  there  must  be  a  further  order  or  pro- 
cess, from  the  clerk  of  the  court  to  the  sheriff,  to  proceed  to 
execute  the  said  order ;  and  in  the  absence  of  such  further  order 
or  process  from  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Dallas  to  the 
sheriff,  the  proceedings  of  the  sheriff,  in  making  the  sale,  were 
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illegal,  his  acts  void,  and  the  purchasers  at  said  sale  acquired 
no  title.  In  this,  we  think,  the  court  below  mistook  the  law. 
The  order,  when  examined,  will  be  found  to  be,  '^that,  unless  the 
defendant  shall  replevj  such  property  before  the  first  Monday 
of  July  next,  the  sheriff  of  Dallas  County  do  proceed  to  sell  the 
same  at  the  court  house  door,  on  that  day,  on  the  same  notice, 
and  in  the  same  manner,  as  the  law  requires  other  sheriffs'  sales 
to  be  conducted,  and  that  he  pay  the  proceeds  into  court,  sub- 
ject to  the  further  order  of  this  court."  On  examining  this 
order,  the  statute  under  which  it  was  made,  and  the  affidavit, 
necessarily  its  predicate  of  the  liability  of  the  property  to 
deterioration  and  waste,  we  are  of  opinion  that,  under  the  estab- 
lished practice  in  this  State,  it  was  well  warranted.  The  prop- 
erty, at  that  time,  it  must  be  recollected,  was  in  the  custody  of 
the  sheriff;  and  the  order  is,  that  the  sheriff  sell  it  on  a  cer- 
tain day,  unless  it  be  before  that  day  replevied  by  the  defend- 
ant. It  is  difficult  to  conceive  how  the  sheriff  could  have  a  more 
direct  and  positive  authority  for  making  the  sale,  than  the 
order  of  the  court  fi»rniBhe&.  him.  If  the  clerk  had  attempted 
to  issue  an  order  of  sale  to  tba^  sheriff,  based  upon  the  order 
of  the  court,  he  could  only  have  bopied  the  order,  as  he  would 
have  had  no  power  to  add  to  it,  or  diminish  from  it,  a  single 
word  or  line,  so  far  as  it  was  effectual  in  giving  to  the  sheriff  an 
authority  to  sell.  The  sheriff,  like  the  clerk,  is  an  officer  of 
the  court,  and  directly  under  its  control.  The  court  may  well, 
in  certain  cases,  for  aught  which  we  can  see,  give  orders  directly 
to  the  sheriff,  for  his  action  in  matters  pertaining  to  his  duties; 
and  all  that  the  clerk  would  have  to  do,  in  such  cases,  would 
be  to  record  the  orders  and  directions  of  the  court ;  but  the 
clerk  could  neither  direct,  control,  nor  stay  the  action  of  the 
sheriff,  where  the  latter  was  acting  upon  orders  received  directly 
from  the  court.  The  order  to  sell  the  property  levied  on  as 
perishable,  we  consider  as  one  of  those  orders  where  the  court 
acts  directly  upon  the  sheriff,  and  the  order  is  to  him  to  sell, 
and  not  to  the  clerk  to  issue  an  order  of  sale.  In  the  ordinary 
processes  of  a  final  executive  character,  issuing  from  courts,  it 
is  true,  the  clerk's  signature  is  absolutely  essential  to  give  them 
validity,  \jT  to  give  to  the  sheriff  authority  for  his  acts  in  the 
premises ;  but  that  rule  would  not  apply  to  a  case  like  the  one 
under  consideration.    The  authority  of  the  sheriff  is  feund  in 
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the  fiat  of  the  court,  ordering  him  to  sell ;  and  if  that  could  not 
give  to  the  sheriff  the  power  to  make  the  sale,  no  process  which 
the  clerk  could  have  issued  could  have  given  it  to  him. 

Oar  conclusion  is,  that  the  order  of  the  court  was  ample 
authority  for  the  sheriff  of  Dallas  to  make  the  sale;  and  that 
the  purchaser  at  such  sale  would  take  under  it  such  title  as 
Thomas  H.  Hall,  the  defendant  in  the  attachment,  had,  at  the 
time  of  the  levy  of  the  attachment. 

5.  It  is  difficult  to  determine  Avhat  portions  of  the  testimony 
of  the  witnesses  Lovett  and  Lapsley  were  excluded  by  the  court. 
The  particular  portion  is  not  set  out  in  the  bill  of  exceptions, 
although  the  two  entire  itepositions  are  made  exhibits.  That 
portion  of  the  deposition  of  Lovett,  which  we  suppose  falls  within 
the  description  of  what  was  said  to  be  excluded,  may  be  found 
iD  the  statement  of  the  case  ;  but  we  perceive  no  portion  of  the 
deposition  of  Lapsley  which  fills  that  description.  It  is  insisted, 
that  these  depositions  should  have  been  read  entire,  without  ob- 
jection, under  the  agreement  of  counsel,  of  record.  But  on  tho 
examination  of  the  agreement,  we  do  not  give  to  it  that  inter- 
pretation. The  language  of  tho  agreement  is  :  ^'  Audit  is  fur- 
ther agreed,  that  the  testimony  of  John  G.  Lovett,  taken  by 
C.  C-  Pegues,  shall  be  considered  as  regularly  taken."  This 
agreement  is  not  broad  enough  to  admit  illegal  evidence,  if  the 
testimony  objected  to  was  of  that  character. 

The  testimony  ruled  out  is  said  to  be  that  relating  to  the 

contents  of  the  order  of  sale.    In  excludbg  this  testimony,  we 

see  no  error,  inasmuch  as,  if  the  order  of  sale  referred  to  was 

the  one  found  in  the  record,  it  was  of  itself  the  best  evidence, 

and  should  have  been  left  to  speak  for  itself ;  if  it  was  an  order 

issued  by  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Dallas,  then  it  was 

rightly  excluded,   because  the  way  was  not  sufficiently  paved 

for  the  introduction  of  secondary  evidence.     The  order  itself,  if 

such  a  one  ever  existed,  was  the  best  evidence.    If  that  could 

not  be  produced,  then  its  existence  should  have  been  distinctly 

proven,  its  absence  accounted  for,  or  its  loss  established,  after 

the  requisite  searches  had  been  made  for  it  in  the  proper  officer. 

All  this  proof  was  necessary,  as  preliminary  to  the  competency 

of  the  proof  of  the  contents  of  any  order  of  sale  not  produced. 

The  record  does  not  show  that  such  proof  was  made,  and  the 

secondary  evidence  was  properly  excluded.    For  the  error  that 
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interyened,  in  the  ruling  of  the  court  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the 
order  of  sale  to  confer  an  authority  upon  the  sheriff  to  sell  the 
property,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  reversed,  the  non- 
Buit  submitted  to  by  the  plaintiff  ordered  to  bo  set  aside,  and 
the  cause  remanded. 

CHILTON,  C.  J. — Where  a  practice  has  long  obtained, 
and  a  vast  number  of  titles  may  fairly  be  presumed  to  be 
dependent  upon  it,  it  should  require  a  very  clear  case  to  induce 
the  court  to  depart  from  it ;  and  an  overruling  necessity  for  the 
establishment  of  a  different  practice  should  exist,  before  the 
court  would  undermine  the  foundations  of  title  and  set  them 
afloat. 

It  is  always  better  to  let  the  Legislature,  in  such  cases, 
apply  the  corrective :  for,  in  this  way  alone,  can  the  supposed 
evil  be  remedied,  without  destroying  titles  which  have  been 
acquired  in  good  faith  and  under  the  sanction  of  judicial  sales. 
The  fact  that  the  practice  has  long  obtained,  in  several  of  the 
circuits  in  this  State,  of  selling  slaves  as  perishable  property, 
under  certain  circumstances,  by  virtue  of  the  attachment  laws, 
that  it  has  been  acquiesced  in  by  the  Legislature,  and  that  no 
attempt  has  been  made  to  alter  it,  is  persuasive  to  show,  that 
the  practice,  in  the  legislative  contemplation,  is  not  opposed  to 
the  spirit  of  the  eighth  section  of  the  attachment  law. 

By  the  law,  as  it  stood  when  this  order  of  sale  was  made,  the 
sheriff  kept  the  slaves  in  jail.  Now,  it  might  often  happen, 
that  to  keep  slaves  in  this  manner,  pending  a  long  litigation^ 
would,  in  all  human  probability,  result  in  their  destruction ; 
thus,  it  may  be,  destroying  the  only  means  for  the  satisfaction 
of  the  demand  sued  for,  and  inflicting  an  irreparable  injury  on 
the  defendant*  Besides,  if  the  slaves  were  sick,  with  a  disease 
which  would  be  so  aggravated  by  being  thus  kept  as  to  result  in 
their  death,  it  would  be  most  inhumane  to  them,  as  well  as 
greatly  prejudicial  to  the  parties,  to  hold  that  they  must  be 
kept  until  the  final  decision. 

All  we  hold  is,  that  the  order  of  the  court,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  is  not  void,  but  effectual  to  pass  the  title 
to  the  purchaser.  I  do  not  think  such  orders  should  ever  be 
granted,  except  in  cases  where  the  keeping  of  the  property 
would  likely  result  in  its  destruction,  or  great  deterioration ; 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TERM,  1854.  225 

Millard's  Adm're  r.  Hall. 


and  in  detennining  these  qnestionsj  much  must  be  left  to  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  exercised  in  reference  to  all  the 
surrounding  facts  and  circumstances. 

LIGON,  J. — I  dijjsent  from  the  conclurfious  attained  by  a 
majority  of  the  court,  as  to  the  construction  of  the  seventh 
and  eighth  sections  of  our  attachment  laws. — Clay's  Dig.  56. 

I  hold,  that  the  terms  ^'clearly  of  a  wasting  and  perish- 
able nature,"  used  in  the  seventh,  and  *Hobc  likely  to  waste 
or  be  destroyed  by  keeping,"  employed  in  the  eighth  section 
of  the  act,  as  descriptive  of  the  property  which  the  judge  or 
justice  may  command  to  be  sold  by  interlocutory  order, 
before  judgment,  were  never  intended  by  the  Legislature  to 
include  slaves ;  nor  are  slaves  necessarily  included  in  them 
ex  vi  termini. 

It  will  be  remembered,  that  when  this  statute  was  passed, 
(1823.)  personal  property  alone  could  be  levied  on  by  attacli- 
ment,  and  consequently  the  terms  were  not  employed  to  des- 
ignate such  property  generally,  but  to  distinguish  one  class 
of  it  from  another  ;  nor  were  they  used  to  contradistinguish 
personal  property  from  real  estate.  The  question  then  ari- 
ses, Are  slaves  so  **clearly  of  a  wasting  or  perishable 
nature,"  or  so  * 'likely  to  be  destroyed  by  keeping,"  that  we 
can  suppose  the  Legislature  intended  to  put  them  in  this  cat- 
egory? If  other  acts  of  that  body  are  entitled  to  any 
weight,  (and  I  feel  bound  to  allow  them  some  share  in  set- 
tling this  question  of  intention,)  we  may  safely  answer,  they 
did  not.  That  they  have  been  uniformly  regarded  as  the 
most  valuable  and  permanent  of  all  personal  property,  by 
the  law-givers  of  this  State,  will  abundantly  appear  by  the 
many  enactments,  whose  object  is  to  prevent  their  sacri- 
fice, when  sold  by  oiBcers  under  legal  process,  or  by  execu- 
tors and  administrators  to  pay  the  debts  of  their  testators 
or  intestates. 

It  is  provided,  that  slaves  shall  not  bo  sold  under  execu- 
tion, when  the  judgment  is  for  a  less  sum  than  $100,  if  other 
property  is  to  be  found  (Clay's  Digest  202  §  7).  Neither 
eheriflF,  coroner,  nor  constable,  shall  sell  them  at  any  other 
place  than  at  the  court-house  of  the  county,  or  such  other 
public  place  as  is  provided  by  law ;  and  tilien,  on  a  more 
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extended  notice  than  is  required  on  the  sale  of  other  chat- 
tels ;  and  in  the  courf*e  of  administration,  when  the  other 
chattels  of  the  decedent  have  proved  insufficient  to  pay  the 
debts  of  the  estate,  it  is  left  discretionary  with  tie  Court  of 
Probate,  acting  for  the  best  interests  of  all  concerned,  to 
sell  either  lands  or  slaves  for  tlic  payment  of  the  remaining 
debts.  In  my  opinion,  these  legislative  provisions  are 
utterly  inconsistent  with  the  idea  that  slaves  were  intended 
to  be  included  in  the  sections  of  the  law  I  am  now  consid- 
ering. 

Apart  from  this,  this  court  has  invested  this  species  of 
property  with  attributes  which  pertain  mainly  to  real  prop- 
erty, and  which  exclude  the  idea  that  they  should  be  regar- 
ded as  of  a  **wastiug  and  perishable  nature,'^  and  'iikely  to 
])e  destroyed  by  keeping."  In  Price  v.  Price,  5  Ala.  578, 
and  Williamson  and  Wife  v.  Mason,  23  ib.  188,  it  is  held, 
that  a  contingent  remainder  may  l»e  limited  in  slaves;  and  in 
McWilliams  et  a^.  v.  Ramsey,  adufr,  at  the  last  term,  23 
Ala.  813,  we  have  held  them  subject  to  a  reversion  after  the 
termination  of  a  life  estate.  1  have  been  unable  to  recon- 
cile these  decisions  with  the  idea  that  slaves  are  property,  so 
wasting  and  perishable  in  its  nature,  as  to  require  it  to  be 
sold,  lest  it  may  Decome  valueless  within  the  ordinary  period 
of  litigation  in  a  suit  in  the  Circuit  Courts,  or  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace. 

It  is,  also,  a  safe  rule  in  ascertaining  the  meaning  of  terms 
employed  in  a  statute,  when  they  are  not  technical  in  their 
character,  to  give  to  them  the  meaning  ordinarily  attached 
to  them  in  the  community  in  which  the  law  is  to  operate,  or, 
in  other  words,  to  give  to  them  that  sense  in  which  they  are 
commonly  received.  I  am  inclined  to  ^ think,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  find  a  man,  outside  the  pale  of  the  legal  profes- 
sion, who  would  include  slaves  in  the  terms  ^'perishable  and 
wasting  property,"  or  ''such  as  will  be  likely  to  be  destroyed 
by  keeping." 

These  sections  of  our  law  are  not  such,  in  my  opinion,  as 
to  require  that  the  terms  used  in  them  should  be  extended  by 
construction.  They  are  in  derogation  of  the  common  law, 
and  tend  generally  to  abridge  the  right  of  the  citizen  to  his 
property.    Ordinarily,  the  property  of  the  defendant,  in  a& 
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action  at  law,  is  not  subjected  to  the  payment  of  the  demand 
against  him,  until  that  demand  is  sanctioned  and  established 
by  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  and  the  judgment  of  a  court. — 
Under  these  sections  of  the  attachment  law,  however,  it  is 
subject  to  be  taken  from  him  and  sold  before  judgment,  and 
on  no  better  evidence  of  his  indebtedness  than  the  mere  affi- 
davit of  his  pretended  creditor.  A  proceeding  so  summary, 
and  based  upon  so  unsubstantial  a  foundation — a  foundation 
which  would  not  be  allowed,  in  our  courts,  to  occupy  a  place 
in  establishing  a  demand  for  more  than  $100 — deserves  no 
favor  at  the  hands  of  the  court ;  certainly  not  so  much  as  to 
extend  terms  beyond  their  ordinary  import,  to  sustain  it. 

If  slaves  are  not  included  in  the  terms  used  in  the  seventh 
and  eighth  sections  of  our  attachment  laws,  then  the  court 
below  had  no  jurisdiction  to  order  the  sale  of  those  in  con- 
troversy. The  fact  that  the  plaintiff  in  attachment  takes  the 
oath  required  by  the  law,  cannot  change  the  nature  of  the 
property  levied  on,  or  give  the  judge  or  justice  authority  to 
sell  such  as  is  not  within  the  meaniog  of  the  statute.  Those 
officers  do  not  derive  their  power. to  order  a  sale  from  the 
affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  but  from  the  nature  of  the  property, 
and  the  provisions  of  the  law.  The  affidavit  is  the  means 
appointed  by  the  statute  to  bring  the  levy  and  the  character 
of  the  property  to  the  knowledge  of  the  judge;  and  if  one 
swears  that  property  is  perishable,  which  is  not  so  in  fact, 
the  judge  should  not  credit  the  absurd  affidavit  and  order 
a  sale.  If  he  does,  he  acts  without  authority,  and  his  order 
is  null  and  void. 

Such  is  the  case  here ;  and  my  conclusion  is,  that  the  sale 
made  under  the  order  is  void,  that  the  purchaser  takes  no 
title  by  his  purchase,  and  that  the  right  of  property  in  the 
slaves  remains  where  it  was  before  the  order  and  sale  were 
made. 

The  practice  under  this  statute  by  the  judges  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Courts,  it  is  said,  generally  conforms  to  that  adopted  in 
this  case.  I  know  that  this  practice  is  not  universal.  But 
were  it  so,  I  would  not  sanction  it ;  because  I  am  satisfied 
that  it  is  erroneous,  and  that  the  courts  below  ought  not  to 
be  allowed  to  make  rules  of  construction  or  practice  for  this 
court,  but  should  i^eceive  their  rules  from  us. 
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The  fact  that  claims  to  proi)erty  have  arisen  under  erro- 
neous decisions  of  the  inferior  courts,  is  entitled  to  no  weight, 
for  the  obvious  reason,  that  whenever  one  of  these  claims 
arises,  some  other  person  has  been  illegally  deprived  of  his 
rigid,  who  is  much  more  entitled  to  the  protection  of  this  court. 

Note  by  Reporter. — After  the  delivery  of  the  foregoing 
opinions,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error  made  appli- 
cation for  a  re-hcaring ;  and  in  support  of  his  application  he 
submitted  the  affidavits  of  several  attorneys  of  this  court, 
stating  that  they  had  never  known  slaves  to  be  sold  as 
"perishable  property"  under  the  attachment  law,  and  that 
tlie  practice  of  the  Bar,  so  far  as  their  experience  extended, 
did  not  warrant  such  orders.  On  this  application  the  fol- 
lowing opinions  were  pronounced : 

GIBBONS,  J. — In  this  case,  an  application  is  made  for  a 
rehearing,  predicated  upon  a  supposed  error  into  which  the  court 
fell  in  the  opinion  delivered  in  the  cause,  in  recognizing  the  doc- 
trine as  correct  tiiat  negroes  can,  in  any  case  in  attachments,  be 
sold  on  the  order  of  a  judge  as  wasting  or  perishable  property, 
under  the  acts  of  our  Legislature,  found  in  Clay's  Digest,  page 
66,  §  §  7  and  8. 

In  the  opinion  delivered  by  a  majority  of  the  court,  the  doc* 
trine  above  stated  was  recognized  simply,  but  no  attempt  was 
made  to  argue  the  question.  The  member  of  the  court  who 
prepared  the  opinion  delivered  by  the  majority,  deemed  it  suffi- 
cient to  base  his  conclusion  upon  this  point  upon  his  own  obser- 
vation and  experience,  both  at  the  bar  and  upon  the  circuit 
court  bench.  Inasmuch,  however,  as  there  seems  to  be  a  differ- 
ent understanding  as  to  the  practice  in  different  portions  of  the 
State,  amongst  members  of  the  profession,  and  inasmuch  as  one 
member  of  the  court  has  deemed  it  his  duty  to  dissent  from  the 
conclusion  attained  by  a  majority  in  the  opinion  pronounced, 
we  deem  it  proper  to  consider  the  question  as  one  entirely  new, 
and  to  discuss  it,  by  itself,  upon  principle  independent  of  any 
practice  in  any  portion  of  the  State.  Thus  regarding  the 
question,  we  are  free  to  announce,  in  the  commencement  of  the 
discussion,  that  our  subsequent  examination  and  reflections  upon 
the  subject  have  but  confirmed  the  majority  of  the  court  in  the 
correctness  of  the  dog  trine  annoanoed  in  their  first  opinion. 
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The  question  is,  can  negroes,  in  any  case,  be  sold  under  our 
attachment  laws,  above  cited,  by  the  order  of  a  circuit  judge, 
"  as  perishable  property"  or  as  property  liable  to  waste  or  be 
destroyed  by  keeping  ?  It  has  been  well  remarked,  that  we 
have  but  two  legislative  provisions  upon  the  subject,  and  those 
are  the  ones  cited  above,  viz.,  sections  7  and  8  of  Clay's  Dig., 
page  56.  The  former  section  provides  for  the  issuance  of  the 
attachment  process,  on  debts  not  yet  due,  and  in  that  case,  the 
words  of  the  act  are :  ^^  But  if  the  property  so  attached  be 
clearly  of  a  wasting  or  perishable  nature,  then  the  same  shall 
be  sold,"  &c.  As  this  language  is  used  in  reference  to  attach- 
ments issued  on  debts  not  yet  due,  it  would  doubtless  have  to  be 
confined  in  its  construction  to  the  precise  case  made  by  the 
statute,  and  would  not  be  applicable  to  any  other.  The  eighth 
section  seems  to  contain  the  general  law,  and  is  the  one  applica- 
ble to  all  cases  other  than  that  provided  for  in  the  seventh 
section. 

The  language  of  the  eighth  section  is  :  ^^  When  any  estate 
attache<l  shall,  on  the  oath  of  the  plaintiff,  his  or  her  attorney, 
or  agent,  or  other  credible  person,  be  certified  to  any  judge,  or 
justice  of  the  peace,  to  be  likely  to  waste,  or  be  destroyed  by 
keeping,  and  if  the  person  to  whom  it  belongs,  his  or  her  attor- 
i^ey,  agent  or  factor,  shall  not,  within  twenty  days  after  the 
levy  of  the  attachment,  replevy  the  same,  then  such  estate  shall, 
by  the  order  of  said  judge  or  justice,  be  sold,"  &c. 

The  language  of  this  act  is  :  "  When  any  estate  attached 
shall  be  certified  to  be  likely  to  waste  or  be  destroyed  by  keep- 
ing." It  will  not  be  contended,  we  apprehend,  that  there  is 
anything  in  this  phraseology  which,  in  itself,  necessarily  ex- 
cludes slave  property.  The  term  "  any  estate"  may  well  com- 
prehend all  property  upon  which  a  levy  may  be  made.  If, 
therefore,  slave  property  is  exempt,  it  must  be  because  it  is  not 
comprehended  within  the  spirit  and  scope  of  the  statute.  This 
is  the  precise  question  that  we  propose  to  discuss. 

Let  OS  look,  for  a  moment,  at  the  obvious  intent  and  design 
of  the  statute.  The  Legislature  has  provided  a  summary  rem- 
dy  for  the  collection  of  debts,  in  cases  where,  by  the  ordinary 
process,  there  would  be  no  remedy  at  all.  It  has  authorized 
the  seisure  of  goods  and  chattels  as  the  leading  process  in  the 
cause,  and  has  also  provided  for  the  replevy  of  the  goods  so 
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seized  and  attached.  But  there  is  a  case  not  yet  provided  for ; 
and  that  is,  where  the  goods  are  not  replevied,  and  by  keeping 
them  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  or  other  oflScer,  they  willvi^W 
no  fruits  to  the  suitor.  The  statute  then  provides  a  remedy  for 
that  case,  and  permits  them  to  be  sold,  and  the  money  brought 
into  court.  We  think  it  may  safely  be  asserted,  that  the  object 
and  design  of  the  statute  was,  as  well  to  protect  the  attaching 
creditor,  and  give  him  a  fruitful  remedy  against  his  debtor,  as 
to  protect  the  debtor,  and  prevent  the  sacrifice  of  his  property 
without  accomplishing  the  payment  of  his  debt.  Both  the 
creditor  and  debtor  have  an  equal  interest  in^  the  sale  of  the 
property  falling  within  the  scope  of  the  statute,  as  it  pays  the 
debt  on  the  one  side,  at  the  same  time  that  it  deprives  the  other 
of  the  property.  But  for  this  law,  the  debtor  would  often  be 
deprived  of  his  property,  whilst  the  debt  for  which  the  attach- 
ment was  issued  would  be  left  unpaid. 

Keeping  in  mind  this  object  and  intent  of  the  statute,  let  us 
advance  now  to  the  inquiry  into  the  meaning  of  the  terms 
"likely  to  waste  or  be  destroyed  by  keeping.''  These  terms 
are  obviously  susceptible  of  two  constructions  :  the  one,  the 
strict  construction,  meaning  those  articles  only  which  are  in 
themselves  perishable,  and  contain  within  themselves  the  ele- 
ments of  their  own  destruction  and  decay ;  as,  for  instance, 
ripe  fruits,  fresh  meats,  and  articles  of  a  similar  nature.  With 
this  definition  applied  to  the  terms,  they  would  necessarily  com- 
prehend but  very  few  articles  of  the  vast  variety  of  personal 
estate  liable  to  attachments.  Giving  to  the  terms  this  rigid 
construction,  it  would  not  matter  if  it  was  shown  to  perfect 
demonstration  that,  at  the  termination  of  the  litigation,  the 
article  attached  would  become  utterly  worthless  to  the  creditor ; 
if  the  expense  of  keeping  until  the  final  judgment  and  execa- 
tion  would  be  fourfold  the  value  of  the  article  levied  on,  unless 
it  contained  in  itself  the  element  that  would  necessarily  efiect  its 
own  destruction,  no  order  could  be  made  by  any  judge  or  court 
for  its  sale. 

Take,  for  instance,  a  horse,  a  mule,  or  live  stock  of  any  kind. 
These  could  not  be  brought  within  the  above  stated  definition, 
for  they  are  not  perishable  in  that  sense  of  the  word,  and  yet 
they  would  destroy  themselves  twice  over,  in  nine  cases  out  of 
ten,  if  they  were  to  be  kept  by  the  sherifi*,  after  being  levied  on 
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under  attachment,  until  the  end  of  the  litigation  ;  and  yet  no 
authority  is  found,  under  the  above  construction  of  the  words  of 
the  statute,  to  obtain  an  order  for  their  sale.  If  the  above 
construction  were  to  prevail,  ^ot  one  article  in  one  hundred  of 
the  vast  variety  of  personal  property  liable  to  attachment  could 
be  sold,  although  it  might  be  shown,  to  the  satisfaction  of  any 
one,  that  by  keeping  it  would  prove  fruitless  to  the  attaching 
creditor  at  the  same  time  that  the  debtor  would  be  deprived  of 
his  property. 

The  other  construction  of  which  the  terms  above  mentioned 
are  susceptible,  is,  that  they  comprehend  all  those  articles 
which  not  only  contain  in  themselves  necessarily  the  elements  of 
decay,  but  also  those  which,  by  being  kept  by  the  officer  levying 
upon  them,  would  become  fruitless  to  the  creditor,  and  by  con- 
sequence an  entire  loss  to  the  debtor.  This  construction  cer- 
tainly agrees  entirely  with  our  ideas  of  the  object  and  intent  of 
the  statute.  Givbg  to  the  statute  this  construction,  it  will  be 
seen  that  its  terms  are  quite  comprehensive :  all  that  is  neces- 
sary to  be  shown  is,  that  the  article  levied  upon  is  likely  to 
waste  or  be  destroyed  by  keeping.  It  need  not  be  shown  that 
it  will  necessarily  waste  or  be  destroyed ;  but,  if  it  be  likely  to 
waste  or  be  destroyed,  it  may  be  sold — not  one  particular  arti- 
cle, or  one  species  of  articles,  but  any  estate  attached.  This 
construction  of  the  terms  of  the  statute,  we  are  satisfied,  is 
what  the  law  makers  intended  by  them,  and  is  sanctioned  both 
by  sound  reason  and  common  sense.  Giving  to  these  terms 
this  construction,  can  they,  in  any  case,  comprehend  slaves  1 

Wo  apprehend  no  one  would  contend,  if  a  horse  or  mule  was 
levied  on,  in  a  city  where  the  expense  of  keeping  would  be  some 
fifteen  or  eighteen  dollars  per  month,  and  the  ordinary  term  of 
pushing  an  attachment  to  final  judgment  was  12  months,  that 
such  horse  or  mule  would  be  considered  as  not  falling  within  the 
spirit  of  the  statute,  because,  before  the  final  judgment,  he  would 
have  eaten  up  his  value  and  much  more.  ^  And  why  would  he  bo 
considered  as  falling  within  the  terms  of  the  act  ?  There  may  be 
nothing  in  his  case  that  would  tend  to  show  that  he  would  not 
out  live  a  dozen  such  suits.  It  is  not,  then,  because  he  has  in 
himself  necessary  the  element  of  decay  and  destruction,  but  be- 
cause by  keeping  he  would  be  wasted  and  destroyed  to  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant,  and  therefore  comes  witbm  the  spirit  of  the 
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Statute.  The  same  reasoniDg  is  applicable  to  all  cases.  If  it 
is  shown  that  by  keeping  the  article  it  will  necessarily  become 
or  is  likely  to  become  worthless  to  the  creditor,  and  by  conse- 
quence to  the  debtor,  then  it  is  embraced  by  the  statute.  It 
matters  not,  in  our  opinion,  what  the  subject  matter  is :  it  may 
be  cotton  bales,  live  stock,  hardware,  provisions,  or  dry  goods  ; 
if  by  keeping  them  to  the  end  of  the  litigation,  they  will  prove, 
or  be  likely  to  prove,  fruitless  to  the  creditor,  he  may  have  them 
sold,  on  the  order  of  the  judge,  according  to  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided. 

We  would  now  ask,  where  is  to  be  found  in  our  law,  or  in 
our  policy,  anything  militating  against  the  construction  of  the 
act  above  given  1  There  is  certainly  nothing  in  the  act  itself, 
which  contravenes  this  idea,  but  on  the  contrary,  as  we  have 
shown  by  the  terms  of  the  act  itself,  everything  tending  to  show 
that  no  exception  was  intended  to  be  made  of  anything  what- 
ever. It  is  conceded,  that  in  the  administration  of  estates,  and 
in  the  law  of  executors,  in  this  State,  distinctions  are  made  in 
favor  of  slave  property.  But  it  does  not  follow  from  this,  that 
slaves  were  intended  not  to  be  comprehended  in  the  above  men- 
tioned terms  of  the  statute.  As  long  as  slaves  are  considered 
"  property^^  and  "  estatCj^^  we  cannot,  by  our  decision,  so 
legislate  as  to  screen  them  from  the  operation  of  a  statute,  when 
the  terms  which  it  employs  make  no  exception  in  their  favor. 
If  slaves  arc  to  be  subjected  to  the  payment  of  debts,  what 
reason  or  good  sense  i^  there  in  saying  that  they  should  be 
liable  to  be  lost  to  the  creditor,  as  well  as  the  debtor,  because 
they  are  slaves?  It  must  be  recollected  that  the  statute  is  one 
designed  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  the  creditor  and  debtor,  and 
every  article  that  is  exempted  from  its  operation,  when  it  is 
levied  on  and  subjected  to  expense  by  way  of  keeping,  is  to 
that  extent  doomed  to  destruction,  so  far  as  the  parties  litigant 
are  concerned.  But  it  is  said,  if  slaves  are  to  be  comprehended 
in  these  terms  of  the  statute,  it  will  often  operate  a  great  hard- 
ship to  the  debtor,  by  often  causing  favorite  slaves  to  be  sold 
at  a  great  sacrifice.  We  confess  we  do  not  comprehend  the 
force  of  this  argument.  In  the  first  place,  the  provision  of  the 
statute  is  for  those  cases  where  the  party  has  failed  to  replevy 
the  property ;  and  a  sale  of  the  property,  fairly  made  under  the 
order  of  the  court,  must  be  considered  as  favorable  to  the  debt- 
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or,  60  far  as  the  price  is  concerned,  at  one  time  as  at  another  ; 
and  if  the  property  is  sold  before  final  judgment,  instead  of 
after,  the  debtor  is  saved  all  the  expense  of  keeping  the  pro- 
pel ty. 

Bat  it  is  insisted,  that  {he  attachment  may  be  levied,  and 
property  sold,  upon  a  false  or  spurious  claim.  This  argument 
proves  too  much.  It  goes  against  the  whole  policy  of  the  law, 
as  well  against  those  cases  clearly  falling  within  the  terms  of 
the  act,  as  against  those  which  are  doubtful.  But,  as  an  an- 
swer to  this  argument,  it  may  be  said,  that,  when  an  attach- 
ment is  sued  out,  the  attaching  creditor  has  to  give  bond  and 
security,  to  answer  in  damages  for  all  the  wrongs  that  may 
result  from  the  wrongful  suing  out  of  the  same.  With  this 
remedy,  which  the  statute  has  provided,  the  defendant  has  in 
all  cases  to  be  satisfied.  If  it  is  defective,  the  Legislature 
alone  can  correct  the  evil. 

According  to  the  views  which  we  entertain,  there  may  be 
cases,  where  slaves,  being  levied  upon  and  put  in  jail,  would  be 
as  much  subject  to  the  statute  as  any  other  species  of  property. 
If,  for  instance,  in  a  sickly  season,  with  an  epidemic  raging  in 
the  vicinity  of  a  jail,  where  were  kept  slaves  in  custody  under 
an  attachment ;  or,  if  the  slaves  are  so  affected  by  the  confine- 
ment, or  other  regimen  to  which  they  are  necessarily  subjected 
in  the  hands  of  the  oflGicer,  as  that  they  will  be  greatly  deteriora- 
ted in  value  at  the  termination  of  the  litigation,  or,  if  by  the 
expense  of  keeping  they  would  become  fruitless  to  the  attaching 
creditor,  or  be  likely  to  become  so,  in  any  and  all  of  the  above 
cases,  we  consider  it  entirely  proper  to  obtain  an  order  for  their 
sale,  and  that  such  an  order  is  well  warranted  by  a  fair  con- 
struction of  the  statute. 

For  these  reasons,  the  application  for  a  rehearing  is  refused. 

LIGON,  J. — The  reasons  assigned  by  the  majority  of  the 
court,  for  refusing  to  grant  a  re-hearing  in  this  case,  have 
failed  to  impress  me  with  such  force  as  to  cause  me  to  change 
my  opinion  in  respect  to  the  construction  of  the  seventh  and 
eightii  sections  of  our  attachment  laws,  under  which  the  sale 
of  the  slaves  in  controversy  was  ordered. 

The  reafloning  adopted  by  them  would,  in  my  opinion,  be 
modi  more  prevailing  than  it  now  is,  were  it  not  for  Had 
16 
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fact,  that  at  the  passage  of  the  sections  above  referred  to, 
personal  property  alone  was  subject  to  be  levied  upon  under 
writs  of  attachment :  so  that  where  the  terms  "  liable  to 
waste  or  be  destroyed  by  keeping'^  were  used  by  the  Legisla- 
ture, they  were  employed  to  distinguish  one  class  of  person- 
al property  from  another,  and  not  as  a  distinction  between 
personal  property  and  real  estate. 

It  appears  to  me,  that  no  other  property  was  intended  to 
be  subjected  to  the  speedy  sale  provided  for  in  those  sections, 
than  such  as  would  waste,  or  be  destroyed,  by  the  mere  act 
of  keeping,  irrespective  of  the  costs  and  charges  incident  to 
having  it  safely  kept  until  the  termination  of  the  suit.  Thus, 
grain  ;  ungathered,  or  unpacked  cotton  ;  merchandise  on 
shelves,  or  in  boxes  ;  woollen  goods,  subject  to  be  attacked 
and  rendered  valueless  by  insects;  provisions;  gi*oceries;  and 
numberless  other  articles  of  every  day  possession  and  util- 
ity, which  may  be  readily  enumerated,  and  which,  in  tlic 
aggregate,  form  a  large  portion  of  the  personal  property  iii 
every  community,  may  well  be  included  in  these  terms;  while 
it  would  be  difficult  to  extend  the  words  of  the  statute  to 
slaves,  who  are  intelligent  beings,  endued,  in  an  eminent 
degree,  with  the  instinct  of  self-preservation,  and  with  suffi- 
cient reason  and  judgment  to  render  the  promptings  of  thin 
instinct  effectual.  While  the  former  class  of  personal  prop- 
erty, from  its  very  nature,  must  be  presently  used,  or  dis- 
posed of,  in  order  to  prevent  deterioration  in  state  and  value, 
the  latter  may  remain  for  years  not  only  uninjured,  but 
often  increasing  in  value.  The  idea  of  permanence  in  state 
and  value,  when  applied  to  personal  property,  must  always 
be  relative,  and  not  absolute. 

The  words  of  the  statute  necessarily  imply  a  comparison, 
as  to  permanence,  between  several  classes  of  personal  prop- 
erty :  while  they  assert,  in  terms,  that  one  class  is  likely  to 
waste,  or  be  destroyed  by  keepings  they  impliedly  admit  the 
existence  of  another  class  which  is  not.  The  opinion  of  the 
majority  of  the  court,  in  effect,  destroys  this  distinction,  and 
cannot,  therefore,  be  a  correct  exposition  of  the  statute 
under  review. 

I  have  said,  that  when  the  seventh  and  eighth  sections  of 
our  attachment  laws  were  enacted,  real  estate  was  not  sab* 
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ject  to  levy  by  attachment.  This  may  be  seen  by  examining 
Clay's  Digest,  p.  56,  §  §  7,  8,  and  p.  60,  §  29.  The  two 
former  sections  existed  in  1833,  while  the  latter  was  enac- 
ted in  1837  ;  so  that  the  terms  used  in  sections  seven  and 
eight  could  have  had  no  reference  whatever  to  ^the  distinc- 
tion between  real  estate  and  personal  property.  The  major- 
ity ol  the  court  seems  not  to  attach  any  importance  to  this 
consideration,  as  it  is  unnoted  in  their  opinions.  Their 
sweeping  definition  includes  all  personalty,  and  thus  renders 
the  words  used  in  the  seventh  and  eighth  sections  meaning- 
less and  absurd.  To  this  view  I  cannot  assent.  I  regard 
them  as  descriptive  of  a  certain  class  of  personal  property, 
which  is  easily  ascertained,  and  I  desire  to  give  them  effect, 
as  well  as  to  put  down  abuses  practiced  under  them. 

For  these  reasons,  and  those  set'out  in  my^dissenting  opin- 
ion heretofore  delivered  in  this  case,  I  think  a  re-hearing 
should  be  allowed. 
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1.  In  an  actioa  of  alaader,  the  defendaat  may  show,  in  mitigation  of  damageSy 
that  he  was  incited  and  provoked  to  the  utterance  of  the  slanderous  words, 
hy  some  act  or  declaration  of  the  plaintiff,  contemporaneous  with  the  speak- 
ing of  the  slander,  or  nearly  concurrent  therewith ;  but  to  render  such  act  or 
declaration  of  the  plaintiff  admissible  in  evidence,  it  must  be  Aown  to  hK?6 
been  the  immediate  and  proximate  cause  or  provocation  of  the  lAa]id«r(NiB 
words :  it  is  not  sufficient,  to  show  that  it  occurred,  and  was  communicated  to 
the  defendant,  before  the  speaking  of  the  slanderous  words. 

2.  When  the  record  shows  an  error  in  the  condi^onal  admission  of  evidence, 
it  must  also  show  that  the  error  was  rectified  or  cored  by  the  introdacHon  of 
the  proper  preliminary  proof,  or  the  judgment  will  be  reversed :  the  Appellate 
Court  will  not  presume  that  the  error  %as  corrected,  or  deprived  of  its  ii^a- 
rious  effects,  because  the  bill  of  exceptions  does  not  purport  to  set  oat  all  the 
evidence. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Sumter* 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  B.  W.  Huntiztgton. 
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Bli38  &  ^LDWiN)  Tor  plaintiff  in  error. 
RoBSi^T  H.  Smith,  contra. 

CHILTON,  C.  J.— Moore  sued  Clay  for  elander,  for  that  he 
said  of  him,  he  was  a  hog  thief,  and  that  he  could  come  near 
proyinff  it. 

On  uie  trial,  after  the  plaintiff  had  introduced  proof  tending 
to  establish  tl^e  speaking  of  the  words  charged  in  the  declaration, 
the  defendant  proposed  to  prove  by  a  witness^  that,  before  such 
speaking,  the  plaintiff  had  been  in  the  habit  of  using  language 
dero^tory  to  the  character  of  the  defendant,  viz.,  that  he 
oursed  the  defendant  in  a  conversation  had  with  the  witness,  and 
said  he,  the  defendant,  was  a  bog  thief.  The  plaintiff  objected 
to  this  proof,  but  the  court  admitted  it,  on  condition  that  it 
would  be  ruled  out,  unless  it  was  shown  that  the  defendant  had 
X^otipe^  before  the  speaking  of  the  words  declared  on,  of  such 
declarations. 

The  witness  stated  that,  sometime  before  the  defendant  spoke 
the  alleged  slanderous  words,  the  plaintiff  had  the  above  men- 
tioned conversation  with  him,  and  that  he  communicated  what 
the  plaintiff  had  said  to  the  defendant,  before  the  defendant 
spoke  the  words  counted  on.  The  plaintiff  then  moved  to  ex- 
clude the  proof  of  what  he  had  said ;  but  the  court  refused, 
and  he  excepted. 

In  mitigation  of  damage,  as  showing  the  absence  of  a  settled 
malicious  purpose  to  injure  the  reputation  of  another,  the  de- 
fieodant  may  be  altowed  to  show  that  he  was  excited  and  pro- 
voked to  say  what  he  did,  by  some  act  or  declaration  of  the 
plj^intiff^  occurring  at  the  time  of  his  speaking  the  words  charged 
agaiast  him,  or  ao  nearly  concurrent  as  that  the  speaking  or 
aetiiig<^  the  pluntiff  may  reasonably  be  presumed  to  have  inci- 
ted and  provoked  the  speaking  of  the  slanderous  words  declared 
on.  In  si^ch'caae^  the  concurrent  declarations  become  parts,  as 
it  Wirei  of  the  m  ge»hBf  and  aid  the  jury  in  arriving  at  the 
fuo  akSmo  Uie  sluideroas  words  were  spoken  by  the  defendant. 
The  same  result  would  follo?^,  if  the  defendant  had  used  the 
slanderous  expressions  immediately,  or  so  nearly  contemporane- 
ously as  to  make  them  part  of  the  transaction,  upon  receiving 
information  of  what  the  piMntif  bad  said. 

On  the  otb^r  baod^  i\  i^  certain  that  one   slander  cannot  be 
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set  off  by  another,  and  unless  the  record  shows  tiiat  the  words 
spoken  by  the  plaintiff  were  the  immediate  or  proximate  cause 
or  provocation  for  the  slanderotts  words  of  the  defendant,  the 
proof  of  them  was  inadmissib^. — See  2  Stark,  on  Slander  95 ; 
3  B.  &  G.  113 ;  6  Marph.  R.  465  ;  7  Wendell's  R.  660;  18 
Pick.  508. 

The  court  below  ruled  that  it  was  sufScient  if  the  plaintiff's 
declarations  were  communicated  to  the  defendant  })^<m  the 
speaking  of  the  slanderous  words  by  him.  This  was  Ia3ning 
down  the  rule  too  broadly.  We  have  shown  the  party  must  go 
farther  to  render  the  proof  legal. 

It  is,  however,  contended  that  we  must  intend,  in  order  toKns- 
tain  the  judgment,  that  the  necessary  preliminary  proof  was 
made  connecting  the  mutual  slanderous  expressions,  so  as  to 
make  the  one  the  immediate  provocation  of  the  other,  the  bill  of 
exceptions  not  purporting  to  set  out  all  the  proof. 

In  reply  to  this  we  have  only  to  say,  that  the  court  was  put 
in  error  as  to  the  condition  upon  which  he  would  rule  out  the 
testimony,  and  if  the  facts  of  the  case  would  have  justified  it, 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  have  shown  in  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions that  the  error  was  rectified  or  cured  by  the  introduction 
of  the  necessary  preliminary  proof.  The  rule  is,  that  when  the 
court  is  shown  to  have  committed  an  error,  it  must  set  itself 
right,  and  this  court  cannot  intend,  in  the  absence  of  a  state- 
ment to  that  effect  in  the  record,  that  the  error  was  corrected 
or  deprived  of  its  injurious  effects. 

Let  the  judgment  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


CHIGHIZOLA'S  HEIRS  m.  DOE  ex  dbm.  ESLAVA. 

1.  After  the  rendition  of  a  judgment  in  ejectment  for  the  plaintiff,  the  fMurties 
entered  into  a  written  agreement,  fbdng  a  different  boundary  line  from  that 
Ascertained  by  the  judgment ;  at  the  bottom  of  this  agreement  waa  writtea, 
in  the  hand^^Titing  of  the  presiding  judge,  this  memorandom ;  "  The  judg- 
ment heretofore  rendered  in  this  caae  is  aet  adde,  and  the  foregoing  agree- 
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ment ;"  and  the  agreement  was  entered  on  the  minntes  of  the  court  at  the 
same  term :  Held,  that  this  was  not  sufBcient  evidence  to  authorize  the  ren- 
dition of  a  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc  at  a  snbsequent  term,  and  that  the  pre- 
Tiom^idgment  waa  TaMand  sahsistlng. 

Errob  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Mobile. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Ltman  Gibbons. 

EsLATA  obtained  a  judgment  in  ejectment  against  Jaques 
Chigbizola,  which  was  regularly  entered  on  the  minutes  of  the 
court  on  the  23d  of  April,  1844.  On  the  30th  of  May  follow- 
ing,  during  the  same  term  of  the  court,  the  parties  entered  into 
the  following  agreement :  ^^  In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant agree  that  their  mutual  boundary  line  shall  be  as  follows : 
beginning  on  the  east  side  of  Water  street,  at  the  distance  of 
fifteen  feet  from  the  north  line  of  Eslava's  brick  warehouse,  and 
running  eastwardly,  and  parallel  with  said  brick  warehouse,  to 
the  head  of  the  wharf ;  and  the  judgment  in  said  cause  to  be 
entered  up  accordingly  ;  and  this  agreement  to  be  filed  in  the 
case^  to  evidence  the  settlement  of  the  boundary  line.  As  wit- 
ness my  hand  and  seal,  this  30th  day  of  May,  1844."  This 
agreement  was  signed  and  sealed  by  both  parties,  and  attested 
by  a  witness  ',  and  at  the  foot  of  it,  in  the  handwriting  of  the 
presiding  judge,  was  written  this  memorandum:  "The  judg- 
ment heretofore  rendered  in  this  case  is  set  aside,  and  the  fore- 
going agreement."  This  agreement  was  "  entered  at  large  on 
the  minutes,"  on  the  30th  of  May,  1844. 

No  execution  was  sued  out  on  his  judgment  by  the  plaintiff; 
but  after  the  death  of  Chighizola  he  sued  out  a  scire  facias  to 
revive  the  judgment,  against  his  heirs  at  law  and  personal  rep- 
resentatives, who  are  the  plaintiffs  in  error.  On  the  return  of 
the  scire  Jadasj  the  defendants  therein  appeared,  and  pleaded 
nul  tiel  record ;  "and  produced  from  the  original  file  of  papers 
in  the  cause  the  agreement  above  set  out,  and  proved  the  said 
memoraiKlum  to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  the  presiding  judge ; 
and  moved  the  court  that  judgment  munc  pro  tunc  be  entered 
upon  said  agreement,  and  in  conformity  thereto,  said  agreement 
having  be^  spread  upon  the  minutes  of  the  court ;  which  motion 
was  overruled.  The  plaintiff  then  produced  the  judgment 
described  in  the  sc^e/adas ;  and  the  court,  upon  consideration, 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TERM,   1864.  289 

ChightzoU's  Heirs  v.  Doe,  ex  dem.  Eslaya. 


determined  it  was  sufficient  to  support  the  same,  and  adjudged 
that  the  writ  of  possession  maj  issue  upon  the  juc^ment 
described  in  said  scufa.^^ 

The  record  sets  oat  what  purports  to  be  a  bill  of  exceptions, 
signed  by  the  presiding  judge,  from  which  the  above  stated  facts 
are  extracted ;  but  it  docs  not  appear  that  any  objection  or 
exception  whatever  was  taken  to  the  ruling  of  the  court. 

The  judgment  on  the  scire  facias^  and  the  refusal  to  enter 
judgment  nuncio  tunc,  are  now  assigned  for  error. 

C.  W.  Rapier  and  P.  Phillips,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
Geo.  N.  Stewart,  contra. 

LIGON,  J. — An  inspection  of  the  record  in  this  case  clearly 
demonstrates,  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  on  the  scire 
facias  is  free  from  error.  The  judgment  on  the  minutes  of  the 
court  at  the  Spring  term  of  the  Circuit  Court,  1844,  and  that 
recited  in  the  writ  of  set.  fa»^  are  the  same,  and  on  being  inspected 
by  the  court  below,  on  the  issue  of  mil  tiel  record,  fully  justified 
the  court  in  rendering  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  and  ordering 
the  writ  of  h<ibere  facias  possessionem  to  execute  that  judgment. 

But  it  is  contended,  that  the  agreement  between  the  parties, 
entered  on  the  minutes  of  the  court  at  the  same  term  at  which 
the  judgment  of  the  court  had  been  pronounced  on  the  finding  of 
the  jury,  taken  in  connection  with  the  memorandum  of  the  pre- 
siding judge  found  on  said  agreement,  shows  that  the  first 
judgment  was  vacated,  or  set  aside,  and  is  not,  therefore,  a 
valid  and  subsisting  judgment  which  will  support  the  sd.fa.,  or 
justify  the  court  in  awarding  execution  against  the  defendant. 

We  cannot  give  our  assent  to  these  propositions.  The  agree- 
ment of  the  parties  that  a  different  boundary  from  that  ascer- 
tained  by  the  judgment  of  the  court  should  be  established 
between  them,  although  that  agreement  is  entered  on  the  min- 
utes, cannot  have  the  effect  to  vary  or  vacate  a  judgment  ren- 
dered more  than  a  month  previous,  and  which  was  complete  in 
all  itfi  parts.  The  action  of  the  court  is  indispensably  neces- 
sary to  make  such  alteration,  and  that  at  the  same  term  at 
which  the  first  judgment  is  obtained.  If  the  judge  fail  to  act 
in  the  matter  at  that  term,  his  power  over  the  judgment  is  gone, 
and  it  muBt  remain  as  it  was  originally  entsred,  and  oonclosiTe 
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between  the  parties,  until  it  is  reversed  or  vacated  by  some 
revisory  tribunal.  It  is  true,  that  if  the  judge  does  act  in  the 
premises,  and  makes  a  memorandum  on  his  docket  sufficiently 
certain  to  show  what  that  action  was,  and  the  clerk  fails  to 
enter  up  the  judgment  accordingly,  the  judge,  at  any  time 
before  the  first  judgment  is  executed,  may,  on  motion,  correct 
the  first  judgment,  by  entering  up  a  judgment  nunc  pro  tunCy  in 
accordance  with  the  memorandum  so  made  at  the  trial  term  of 
the  cause.  While,  however,  the  judgment  remains  without 
amendment,  the  memorandum  of  the  judge,  though  full  and 
explicit,  and  showing  that  it  should  have  been  entered  up  in  a 
manner  different  from  what  it  appears  on  the  record,  is  not 
available  to  the  defendant  on  a  scire  facias  to  revive  the  judg- 
ment. — Hall  v.  Hudson,  20  Ala.  R.  284.  But,  we  apprehend, 
this  could  not  be  done  upon  a  loose  and  inconclusive  memoran- 
dum, made  by  the  judge  on  a  paper  in  the  cause,  or  even  on  his 
docket ;  nor  could  it  be  done,  if  the  entry  so  made  by  the  judge 
was  certain  as  far  {vs  it  went,  but  was  evidently  left  in  an  unfin- 
ished state.  If  it  were  not  completed,  the  most  natural  infer- 
ence would  be,  that  the  judge,  for  good  reasons  operating  upon 
him  at  the  time,  designedly  forebore  to  finish  the  order. — Brown 
V.  Bartlett,  2  Ala.  R.  29  ;  ib.  164. 

The  entry  relied  upon  in  this  case,  to  show  that  the  judgment 
on  which  the  sd.  fa.  issued  had  been  set  aside,  although  made 
by  the  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial,  was  not  made  on  the 
docket  on  which  such  entries  are  usually  made,  and  to  which 
reference  may  be  had  to  correct  clerical  misprisions ;  but  on  a 
fugitive  paper,  which  came  into  the  cajase  after  a  perfect  judg- 
ment, founded  on  the  finding  of  a  jury,  had  already  been  duly 
rendered  by  the  court.  It  is  without  date,  and  incomplete  in 
itself.  No  action  could  rightfully  be  taken  upon  it  at  a  subse* 
quent  term.  If  it  could  be  looked  to  at  all,  or  relied  upon  to 
direct  the  action  of  the  court  at  a  subsequent  term,  it  could 
only  control  the  court  so  far  as  it  is  complete ;  and  in  the  pres- 
ent case,  the  fullest  effect  that  could  be  given  to  it  would  be,  to 
set  aside  the  former  judgment,  without  authority  to  render  any 
other.  It  would  not  authorize  the  rendition  of  the  judgment 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  as  the  memorandum  of 
the  judge  does  not  extend  thus  far.  The  legal  effect  would  be 
tb9  eame,  a«  if  a  new  trial  bad  been  granted  by  the  ooarti  thae 
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yacating  the  former  judgment  altogether.     This   would  go  to 
the  scire  facias ;  but  as  it  rests  only  upon  the  memorandum  of 
the  judge,  on  a  paper  on  file  in  the  cause,  it  could  not  hinder  the 
revival  of  the  judgment. — Hall  v.  Hudson,  sujjra. 
Our  conclusion  is,  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 
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FLORET'S  EXECUTORS  vs.  FLORET. 

1.  UpoQ  questions  of  insanify,  a  witnfiss  whoso  acquaintance  with  the  IMtrfyL^  ^ 
has  been  such  as  to  enable  hhn  to  form  a  correct  opinion  of  his  m^tal  oo«-'-     — 
ditioD;  may  not  only  depose  to  facts  conducing  to  establish  unsoundness  of 
mind,  but  may  also,  in  connection  with  those  facts,  give  his  own  opinion  upon 

the  question  of  sanity  or  insanity. 

2.  The  practice  of  admitting  illegal  evidence,  and  afterwards  exdnding  it, 
is  improper,  because  of  the  difficulty  of  eradicating  from  tho  minds  of  the 
jury  the  impression  which  the  evidence  may  have  made ;  but,  where  the 
record  shows  a  clear  and  unequivocal  charge,  withdrawing  and  excluding 
such  evidence  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  its  admission  is,  at  most, 
error  without  ii^ury. 

3.  Frand,  or  undue  influence  in  procuring  one  legacy,  does  not  invalidate 
other  legacies  which  are  the  result  of  the  free  will  of  the  testator ;  but  if 
the  fraud  or  undue  influence  afiects  the  whole  will,  though  exercised  by  one 
legatee  only,  the  whole  will  is  void. 

4.  An  insane  delusion,  existing  in  the  testator's  mind  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
ecatloa  of  his  will,  as  to  the  principal  legatee  being  his  son,  renders  the  will 
void,  if  it  is  the  ofispring  of  that  insane  delusion. 

5.  Where  the  principal  legatee,  who  was  born  in  lawful  wedlock,  two  or  three 
years  after  his  mother's  marriage  with  the  testator,  boars  the  peculiar,  dis- 
tinetiTe  marks  of  the  negro,  while  his  mother  and  the  testator  were  white 
persons  of  fair  complexion,  the  testator's  belief  that  the  legatee  was  bis 
son,  is  admissible  evidence  for  the  pui'pose  of  showing  mental  delusion  on 
this  particular  subject. 

Error  to  the  Court  of  Probate  of  Shelby. 

The  plaintiffs  in  error,  as  executors  of  Gustavus  Florey, 
deceased,  propounded  for  probate  a  paper,  purporting  to  be  the 
last  will  and  testament  of  their  testator,  the  validity  of  which 
WM  contested  by  Edward  Florey^  ^^as  brother  and  next  of  kin 
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to  the  testator,"  on  the  grounds  of  fraud,  undue  influence,  and 
because  the  testator  was  not  of  sound  and  disposing  mind  and 
memory  at  the  time  of  making  said  will. 

On  the  tri{il  of  these  issues,  it  was  shown  that  the  testator 
died  on  Sunda^  night.  There  was  evidence  showing,  that,  on 
the  Tuesday  night  before  his  death,  a  paper  was  drawn  up  by 
one  Lewis  Sentile,  which  the  decedent  executed  as  his  last  will 
and  testament,  by  which  he  gave  to  Edward  G.  Florey,  whom 
he  recognized  as  his  son,  a  life  estate  in  his  property,  with 
remainder  to  his  children,  if  any,  and  in  default  thereof  then  to 
the  two  daughters  of  one  Joseph  A.  Skinner  ;  that  he  was  sat- 
isfied with  this  up  to  the  Friday  evening  before  his  death  ;  that 
on  Saturday  John  N.  Cohill,  one  of  the  proponents,  visited 
him,  and  advised  him  to  send  for  a  physician,  to  which  the  tes- 
tator objected,  but  notwithstanding  his  objections,  said  Gohill 
went  for  Dr.  John  Singleton,  and  afterwards  sent  a  negro  for 
f)r.  William  Singleton,  the  other  proponent,  both  of  whom  vis- 
ited the  testator  bet^\een  the  hours  of  twelve  and  two  o'clock 
that  night,  when,  at  the  request  of  the  testator,  the  paper  in 
dispute  was  drawn  up  by  Dr.  John  Singleton  ;  that  said  paper 
was  read  to  the  testator,  and  was  executed  by  him  in  the  pres- 
ence of  two  witnesses,  and  shortly  afterwai'ds,  on  the  arrival  of 
a  third  witness,  it  was  again  read  to  the  testator,  and  by  him 
acknowledged  as  his  last  will  and  testament,  and  was  then 
attested  by  said  last  witness.  By  this  will,  the  testator's  entire 
estate  is  bequeathed  to  Edward  G.  Florey,  whom  ho  calls  his 
son,  for  life,  and  at  his  death  to  Le  equally  divided  between 
Henrietta  Skinner  and  Nancy  Skinner,  daughters  of  Joseph  A. 
Skinner ;  and  the  proponents,  said  John  N.  Cohill  and  William 
Singleton,  are  appointed  executors. 

"  One  John  W.  Florey  was  offered  as  a  witness  for  the  con- 
testant, tfho  testified,  that  he  had  known  the  testator  intimately 
for  thirteen  years,  had  lived  close  to  him,  and  had  several  times 
stayed  with  him  three  weeks  at  a  time  ;  that  he  had  gone  with 
him  several  trips  to  Wetumpka,  with  a  wagon;  that  he  had  good 
opportunities  of  knowing  his  habits,  and  the  condition  of  his 
mind,  and  of  discovering  any  evidences  of  mental  alienation ; 
that  he  went  to  the  house  of  said  Gustavus  Florey  on  Satur- 
day morning,  the  date  of  the  will  offered  lor  probate,  and  found 
him  ID  a  dozing  condition  ;  that  he  was  very  lew,  and  sinkiiig; 
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bad  some  fever ;  he  would  doze  off,  and  then  wake  up  looking 
perfectly  wild  ;  that  he  would  call  the  negroes  by  name,  and 
when  they  came  to  his  bed,  he  would  say  nothing  to  them, 
unless  they  questioned  him,  and  then  he  would  reply  in  the 
affirmative  to  any  question  put  to  him  ;  -that  he  waked  up,  and 
called  Edward  G.,  who  had  hold  of  him  by  his  side,  and  said, 
^^  I  suppose  he  is  out  drinking  and  frolicking  with  the  negroes" ; 
that  his  complexion  was  pallid,  and  his  features  sunken  ;  that 
he  would  endeavor  suddenly  to  get  up,  and  ask  to  be  carried  to 
the  door,  and,  when  carried  there,  he  would  sometimes  want  to 
go  back,  and  at  other  times  to  be  carried  out  of  doors  ;  that  he 
was  sinking;  all  day,  and  became  speechless  about  ten  or  twelve 
o'clock  on  the  same  night,  during  which  he  died  ;  that  he  was 
about  sixty  years  of  age,  and  had  been  afflicted  with  rheuma- 
tism for  several  years  before  his  death. 

^^  On  being  asked  to  state  his  opmion,  in  connection  with  the 
facts  to  which  he  had  testified,  as  to  the  sanity  or  insanity  of 
the  testator,  at  the  time  he  executed  the  paper  offered  for  pro- 
bate, witness  stated,  that  he  was  of  opinion  he  was  of  unsound 
mind.  The  plaintiff  objected  to  this  question ;  but  his  objec- 
tion was  overruled,  and  he  excepted.  The  contestant  then 
asked  the  witness,  if  the  testator  was  not  in  the  full  possession 
of  all  his  faculties  at  the  time  he  executed  said  paper,  to  state 
any  facts  which  induced  him  to  believe  that  there  was  a  differ- 
ence in  the  state  of  his  mind  at  that  time  and  when  in  health  ; 
to  which  question  the  plaintiffs  objected,  but  their  objection  was 
overruled,  and  they  excepted." 

Another  witness  for  the  contestant  testified,  that  he  was  sent 
for  on  the  day  the  said  paper  bore  date,  and  asked  to  come  to 
the  testator's  house ;  that  he  reached  the  house  immediately  af- 
ter the  last  witness  had  signed  the  will,  and  while  the  paper 
was  being  folded  up ;  that  he  was  met  at  the  door  by  the  pro- 
ponent, William  Singleton,  and  told  ^Hhat  he  need  not  go  in, — 
that  the  old  man  was  nearly  gone,  and  would  not  know  him." — 
The  plaintiffs  objected  to  this  evidence,  but  the  court  overruled 
the  objection,  and  they  excepted. 

'^  When  the  judge  came  to  charge  the  jury,  all  the  declara- 
tions of  the  executors  were  excluded  and  withdrawn  from  the 
jury  by  the  court,  and  all  the  acts  of  the  executors  excluded 
and  withdrawn  from  them,  except  those  acts  which  occurred  at 
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the  time  the  will  was  being  executed,  and  constituting  a  part  of 
the  transaction. 

"  The  plain tiflfs  asked  the  court  to  charge,  that,  if  they 
believed  from  the  evidence  that  there  was  undue  influence  on 
the  part  of  any  one  oT  the  legatees,  and  not  as  to  the  others, 
they  must  find  the  will  void  only  as  to  those  participating  in  said 
fraud;  which  charge  the  court  refused,  and  the  plaintiffs 
excepted. 

"  Proof  having  been  given  to  the  jury,  tending  to  show  that 
the  said  Gustavus  Florey  intermarried  with  the  mother  of  the 
said  Edward  G.  about  the  year  1816,  and  that  some  two  or 
three  yearff  thereafter  the  said  Edward  G.  was  bom ;  that  the 
said  Gustavus  Florey  has  ever  recognized  and  treated  said 
Edward  G.  as  his  son ;  that  the  said  Gustavus  was  a  white 
man,  of  fair  skin,  and  that  the  mother  of  said  Edward  G.  was 
also  of  fair  skin,  and  a  white  woman,  while  the  said  Edward  G. 
was  of  dark  skin,  and  mulatto  color,  with  woolly  or  kinky  hair, 
the  defendant  asked  the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  that,  if  they 
believed  from  the  evidence  that,  at  the  time  the  will  was  made, 
Gustavus  Florey  was  under  an  insane  delusion  as  to  Edward  G. 
being  his  son,  and  that  the  will  was  the  offspring  and  result  of 
such  delusion,  the  will  is  void,  and  must  be  set  aside  ;  to  which 
charge  the  plaintiffs  objected,  but  their  objection  was  overruled, 
and  they  excepted." 

The  rulings  of  the  court  'jpon  the  testimony,  the  charge 
given,  and  the  refusal  to  charge  as  requested,  are  now  assigned 
for  error. 

White  &  Parsons,  for  plaintiffs  in  error : 

1.  The  facts  set  forth  in  the  record,  do  not  show  that  the 
witness,  John  W.  Florey,  had  such  a  long  and  intimate 
acquaintance  with  the  decedent,  as  authorized  him  to  give  his 
opinion  as  to  his  mental  status  at  the  time  he  executed  this 
will.— Norris  v.  The  State,  16  Ala.  776 ;  Roberts  v.  Trawick, 
13  ih.  84,  85. 

2.  A  number  of  declarations  and  acts  on  the  part  of  the 
executors,  were  permitted  to  be  given  in  evidence  to  the  jury  ; 
and  when  the  court  came  to  charge  the  jury,  "all  declarations 
and  acts  of  the  executors  was  excluded  from  the  jury  by  the 
Court,  except  those  which  occurred  when  the  will  was  executed." 
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This  was  not  snflScient  to  cure  the  error:  nothing  but  an  express 
charge  from  the  court,  that  they  must  not  regard  the  illegal 
evidence,  will  cure  the  error. — DeGraffenreid  v.  Thomas,  14 
Ala.  688;  15  t&.  624;  12  i6.  824.  That  these  declarations 
and  acts  were  inadmissible,  see  Dennis,  Strickland  &  Co.  v. 
Chapman,  19  Ala.  29. 

3.  The  charge  asked  should  have  been  given.  It  is  in  strict 
accordance  with  the  rule  laid  down,  with  regard  to  deeds,  in  the 
case  of  Anderson  v.  Hooks,  9  Ala.  704,  viz.,  "A  deed  may  be 
void  in  part,  and  stand  good  as  to  the  residue.'*  To  avoid  the 
will  for  this  reason,  it  must  appear  that  the  remainder-men 
participated  in  it. — Stover  v.  Harrington,  7  Ala.  142.  A  will 
void  as  to  the  party  procuring  it,  through  fraud  or  undue  influ- 
ence, may  be  good  as  to  other  parties. — 15  Law  Lib.  145 : 
Lovelass  on  Wills,  m.  p.  271 ;  Atkins  v.  Kron,  2  Iredell's  Eq. 
R.  58.  There  was  no  evidence  of  fraud  or  undue  influence  on 
the  part  of  Edward  G,  Florey,  or  of  any  other  person  in  bis 
behalf. 

4.  The  charge  given  is  erroneous,  for  many  reasons :  1. 
Because  it  sets  aside  the  whole  will,  and  defeats  the  rights  of 
the  remainder- men,  because  the  testator  was  under  an  insane 
delusion  as  to  Edward  G.  being  his  son.  Even  if  this  were 
au£Sioient  to  defeat  the  legacy  to  him,  it  does  not  interfere  with 
their  rights;  theirs  was  a  vested  remainder. — Pitts  v.  Curtis,  4 
Ala.  350;  1  Boper  on  Legacies,  pp.  489,490;  Billingsley  v. 
Harris,  17  Ala.  214  ;  Ward  on  Legacies  (8  Law  Lib.)  169 ; 
ib.  175, 176, 177  ;  2  Black.  166  ;  2  Pick.  243 ;  1  ib.  147 ;  5 
ib.  528.  The  legal  estate  vests  in  the  executors,  and  only  an 
equitable  estate  in  the  legatee. — 5  Paige  318.  2.  A  false  rea- 
son given  for  a  legacy  does  not,  of  itself,  destroy  it,  unless  there 
is  fraud,  from  which  it  may  be  presumed  that,  if  known,  the 
legacy  would  not  have  been  <iiven.--Kennell  v.  Abbot,  4  Vesey 
807  ;  1  Story's  Equity,  §  §  182,  183 ;  Ex  parte  Wollop,  4 
Bro.  C.  C.  90.  In  any  event,  the  property  would  have  passed 
to  Skinner's  children,  and  not  to  the  heir.  The  intention  of  the 
testator  was,  not  to  die  intestate. — 3  Pr.  Wms.  20,  and  cases 

'  cited  in  note  (b) ;  4  Vesey  804 ;  2  Pr.  Wms.  308.  The 
ground  of  the  heir's  title  is,  that  whatever  is  undisposed 
of  remuns  to  him.— 3  Wheat,  583 ;  9  Mod.  167  ;  3  M.  &  S. 
300.    The  charge  is  objectionable,  also,  because  it  is  coached 
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in  language  which  appealed  to  the  prejudice  of  every  man  on 
the  jury,  as  to  the  paternity  of  Edward  G.  Florey  ;  its  neces- 
sary tendency  was,  to  mislead  the  jury. — 16  Ala.  61. 

Rice  &  Morgan,  contra  : 

The  first  question,  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  testimony  of 
John  W.  Florey,  is  covered  by  the  decision  in  Norris  v.  The 
State,  16  Ala.  776,  which  is  sustained  by  the  recent  case  of 
Baldwin  v.  The  State,  12  Missouri  235,  and  Stewart  v.  The 
State,  19  Ohio  307.  The  idea  that  the  statements  of  this  wit- 
ness (that  he  had  known  the  testator  intimately  for  tliirteen 
years,  &c.),  were  mere  opinions  or  conclusions,  and  not  admis- 
sible to  show  the  competency  of  the  witness  to  give  his  opinion 
as  to  the  sanity  or  insanity  of  the  testator,  is  unsanctioned  by  law. 
Massey  v.  Walker,  10  Ala.  290  ;  Head  v.  Shaver,  9  ih,  791. 

The  charge  asked  by  the  proponents  was  properly  refused:  it 
asserts  a  legal  proposition  which  is  untenable,  viz.,  that  a  legacy 
is  valid,  if  it  is  not  procured  by  the  undue  influence  of  the  leg- 
atee  himself,  although  it  may  have  been  procured  by  the  undue 
influence  of  some  other  person  ;  whereas  the  law  is  clear,  that 
^^no  one  can  hold  an  interest  obtained  through  the  fraud  (or  undue 
influence)  of  another,  any  more  than  if  the  fraud  were  comit- 
ted  by  himself." — ^Bowers  v.  Johnson,  10  Sm.  &  Mar.  169 ; 
Meadows  v.  Smith,  7  Iredell's  Eq.  R.  7  ;  Hunter  &  Thomas 
V.  Tatura,  14  Ala  557.  The  charge  was  also  objectionable 
for  another  reason  :  it  entirely  excluded  from  the  jury  the 
consideration  of  the  principal  question  in  the  case,  viz., 
whether  the  will  was  the  offspring  of  insane  delusion,  and  the 
evidence  relating  to  that  issue. — Nabors  v.  Camp,  14  Ala.  460; 
Mims  V.  Sturdevant,  16  ib.  154;  Carlisle  v.  Hill,  16  ift.  398  ; 
Murray  v.  The  State,  18  ib,  727  ;  Ames  v.  Schuessler,  14  ib. 
600. 

The  charge  given  aflSrms  a  clear  proposition  of  law.  There 
is  no  middle  ground  between  capacity  and  incapacity  to  make  a 
will.— McElroy  v.  McElroy,5  Ala.  81.  If  the  will  was  the 
offspring  of  an  insane  delusion,  it  was  the  result  of  incapacity 
to  make  a  will. — Williams  on  Executors,  vol.  1,  pp.  23  to  30. 
If  the  will  was  void  for  any  reason,  it  was  void  in  toto. — ^Bad- 
ger V.  Phinney,  15  Mass.  364;  Poth.  1, 13;  3  Hawks  469;  14 
Ala.  657. 
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GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— The  objections  taken  by  the  plain- 
tiffs in  error  to  the  testimony  of  the  witness,  John  W. 
Florey,  cannot  be  sustained.  The  rule,  of  late  years,  has 
been  conclusively  settled,  that  upon  questions  of  insanity,  a 
witness  whose  acquaintance  with  the  party  has  been  such  as 
to  enable  him  to  form  a  correct  opinion  as  to  his  mental  con- 
dition, may  not  only  depose  to  facts  conducing  to  establish 
the  unsoundness  of  his  mind,  but  may  also,  in  connection 
with  those  facts,  give  his  own  opinion  upon  the  question  of 
sanity  or  insanity. — Norris  v.  The  State,  16  Ala.  776,  and 
cases  there  cited  ;  Baldwin  v.  The  State,  12  Mo.  285;  Stew- 
art v.  The  State,  19  Ohio  807;  Potts  t.  House,  6  Ga.  324.  It 
was  shown,  in  the  present  case,  that  the  witness  had  been 
intimately  acquainted  with  the  deceased  for  thirteen  years, 
and  had  frequently  been  at  his  house  for  weeks  together ; 
and  under  the  influence  of  the  rule  we  have  stated,  we  do 
not  entertain  a  doubt,  that  his  opinion,  as  to  the  mental  con- 
dition of  the  deceased,  based  upon  the  facts  sworn  to  by  him, 
was  competent  to  go  to  the  jury,  in  connection  with  those 
facts. 

2.  Neither  can  the  objections  made,  in  the  court  below,  to 
the  admission  of  the  declarations  of  William  Singleton,  one 
of  the  persons  named  as  executor,  be  sustained,  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  bill  of  exceptions  shows,  that  this  evidence  was, 
by  the  charge  of  the  court,  excluded  and  withdrawn  from 
the  consideration  of  the  jury  ;  and  although  the  practice  of 
admitting  illegal  evidence,  and  afterwards  excluding  it,  is 
discountenanced,  from  its  obvious  tendency  to  work  injus- 
tice, in  consequence  of  the  diflSculty  of  eradicating  from  the 
minds  of  the  jury  the  impression  which  the  evidence  may 
have  made  (Carlisle  v.  Hunley,  15  Ala.),  yet,  as  the  record 
shows  a  clear  and  unequivocal  charge,  excluding  it  from  the 
consideration  of  the  jury,  however  much  we  may  condemn 
the  practice,  we  cannot,  under  these  circumstances,  presume 
that  any  injury  has  been  the  result  of  its  admission. 

3.  On  the  trial,  the  plaintiffs  in  error  requested  the  court 
to  charge,  "tfiat,  if  the  jury  believed  from  the  evidence  that 
undue  influence  was  exercised  on  the  part  of  any  one  of  the 
legatees,  and  not  as  to  the  others,  the  will  was  void  only  as 
to  those  who  participated  in  the  fraud"  ;  which  was  refiised. 
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We  were,  at  first,  of  the  opinion  that  this  charge  should  have 
been  given ;  but  more  mature  reflection  has  satisfied  us,  that 
there  was  no  error  in  refusing  it.  We  agree,  that  where  a 
legacy  has  been  given  through  undue  influence,  it  does  not 
necessarily  have  the  eflfect  of  rendering  the  whole  will  void. 
It  is  in  accordance  with  the  dictates  of  reason,  and  the  prin- 
ciples of  natural  justice,  that  fraud  or  undue  importunity,  on 
the  part  of  one  legatee,  should  not  afiect  the  other  legacies 
which  are  the  rosulA  of  the  free  will  of  the  testator.  To  this 
extent  the  authorities  go. — Swinburne  on  Wills,  884 ; 
Trimlestown  v.  D'Alton,  1  Dow,  N.  S.,  85.  It  is,  however, 
equally  clear,  that  if  the  fraud  or  undue  influence  on  the 
part  of  one  of  the  legatees  aflfects  the  whole  will,  then  no 
portion  of  it  can  stand. — 1  Will.  Ex.  39;  Swin.,  Pt.  7,  §  4, 
pi.  1.  The  charge,  as  requested,  asserts  the  proposition, 
that,  although  the  entire  instrument  may  have  been  the 
result  of  undue  influence  on  the  part  of  one  of  the  legatees, 
it  is  good  as  to  all  but  the  parties  who  exerted  the  influence. 
This  proposition,  as  w©  have  seen,  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  correctness  of  the  charge  given  by  the  court,  that  the 
will  was  void  if  it  was  the  offspring  of  an  insane  delusion, 
existing  at  the  time  of  its  execution  in  the  mind  of  the  tes- 
tator, as  to  Edward  G.  Florey  being  his  son,  depends,  as  we 
think,  entirely  upon  the  question,  whether  the  evidence,  as  . 
shown  by  the  record,  was  of  a  character  which  would  author- 
ize the  charge  to  be  given.  If  there  was  any  evidence,  ten- 
ding to  show  that  Edward  G.  Florey  was  not,  in  fact,  the 
son  of  the  testator,  and  the  belief  that  he  was  so  was  but 
the  result  of  a  mental  delusion  on  his  part,  it  was  compe- 
tent, however  slight  it  may  have  been,  to  go  to  the  jury ; 
and  it  was  their  province,  and  theirs  only,  to  determine  the 
weight  to  which  it  was  entitled.  The  testimony  on  this 
point  tended  to  show,  that  while  both  the  testator  and  his 
wife  were  white  persons,  Edward  G.  Florey  was  of  mixed 
blood,  and  that  he  exhibited,  plainly,  the  peculiar  marks  of 
the  negro  in  his  person — that  his  color  was  that  of  the 
mulatto,  and  his  hair  woolly.  The  physiological  fact,  that  a 
white  man  cannot  be  the  father  of  a  mulatto  child  by  a  white 
woman,  is,  at  the  present  day,  as  well  settled  as  the  opinion 
o.f  scientific  men  can  settle  any  question  of  that  nature ;  and 
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wc  apprehend,  that  in  cases  of  legitimacy,  the  presumption 
arising  from  a  child  being  born  in  wedlock,  might  be  rcbut- 
'ted  by  proof  of  this  character.  It  follows,  therefore,  neces- 
sarily, upon  these  premises,  that  if  the  testator  and  his 
wife  were  white,  and  Edward  G.  Florey  of  negro  blood,  he 
could  not  have  been  their  child — that  the  testator  could  not 
have  been  his  father ;  and  if  his  blood  was  clearly  evidenced 
by  the  distinctive  and  peculiar  marks  of  the  negro,  we 
think  the  belief  of  the  testator,  in  opposition  to  this  evi- 
dence, was  admissible,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  delusion 
upon  this  particular  subject.  The  belief,  it  is  true,  might 
have  been  the  result  of  ignorance,  rather  than  delusion  ;  but 
so  may  a  belief  in  witchcraft,  and  most  other  irrational  or 
absurd  opinions.  Common  observation  and  daily  experience 
have  fully  demonstrated,  that  an  irrational  belief  more  fre- 
quently results  from  eccentricity,  ignorance  or  association, 
than  from  insanity.  Still,  however,  as  irrationality  is  one 
of  the  results  of  derangement — one  of  the  indicia  by  which 
it  manifests  itself— it  follows,  that  either  acts  or  opinions, 
which  are  in  themselves  irrational,  are  proper  to  be  submit- 
ted to  the  jury,  and  are  entitled  to  more  or  less  weight 
according  to  circumstances.  There  are  opinions  so  contrary 
to  reason,  that  none  but  a  person  of  unsound  mind  could 
entertain  them ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  there  are  those 
which,  although  irrational,  may  be  attributed  to  the  causes 
we  have  before  assigned,  rather  than  to  derangement ;  and 
in  cases  where  the  disease  is  not  clearly  and  plainly  marked, 
insanity,  either  partial  or  total,  should  not  be  predicated 
upon  acts  or  opinions  which  may  properly  be  referred  to  any 
other  cause.  If,  however,  partial  insanity,  or  monomania, 
is  established,  and  the  will  is  the  result  of  such  insanity,  the 
act  is  vitiated.  This  we  understand  to  be  the  proposition 
asserted  by  the  charge  under  consideration ;  and  its  correct- 
ness, as  a  l^al  proposition,  has  been  considered  as  settled, 
since  the  judgment  of  Sir  John  Nichol  in  the  case  of  Dew 
V.  Clark,  3  Add.  79  ;  S.  C,  2  Eng.  Eq,  Rep.  486.  But 
upon  this  point,  also,  we  would  limit  our  decision  to  the 
operation  of  the  role  as  applicable  to  the  whole  will.  It 
may  be,  that  where  the  derangement  is  partial,  and  its 
results  are  confined  to  but  one  portion  of  the  will/  tJio 
17 
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provisions  which  are  not  at  all  affected  by  such  derangement 
would  be  valid.  This  question,  however,  wc  do  not  consider 
as  presented  upon  the  record,  and  we  do  not  wish  to  be 
understood  as  intimating  an  opinion  upon  it.  The  charge 
which  was  given  by  the  court  went  to  the  will  as  a  whole, 
and  in  that  aspect  it  was  unquestionably  correct. 

It  results  from  the  views  we  have  expressed,  that  the 
judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


PINCKARD'S  DISTRIBUTEES  vs.  PINCKARD'S 
ADMINISTRATORS. 

1.  The  statute  which  authorizes  the  slaves  and  servants  of  which  a  decedent 
was  poflsessed  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  which  were  employed  in  making 
a  crop,  to  be  continued  ou  the  plantation  in  his  occupation  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  untU  the  last  day  of  December  following,  embraces  all  tiic  plantations 
belonging  to  him  and  cultivated  by  him  at  that  time. 

2.  Under  this  statute  an  administrator  is  authorized  to  famish  the  widow  and 
chUdren  of  the  decedent  with  all  things  necessary  to  their  comfortable  sap- 
port,  according  to  their  respective  condition  and  wants  ;  but  he  must  keep 
an  account  against  each,  to  be  charged  upon  hisresiioctive  distributive  diarc  ; 
and  such  expenses  only  as  are  indispensable  to  the  cultivation  of  the  planta- 
tion, are  a  charge  upon  the  estate,  to  be  deducted  from  the  proceeds  of  the 
crops. 

3.  The  domestic  servants  employed  about  the  household  at  the  time  of  the 
decedent's  death,  may  be  allowed  to  remain  with  bis  family  until  the  end  of 
the  year,  for  their  use,  fiee  of  charge  ;  the  town  residence  of  the  family,  and 
the  plantation  a  few  miles  distant,  constitute  bat  one  establishment. 

4.  The  decedent  having  died  in  February,  after  he  had  commenced  planting, 
his  administrator  kept  up  the  plantation  during  the  year,  and  made  a  crop  : 
He  was  held  entitled,  on  final  settlement,  to  a  credit  for  his  expenses  in  going 
to  Montgomery  to  sell  the  cotton  belonging  to  the  estate. 

5.  Two  day's  services  of  an  auctioneer,  in  selling  the  property  of  the  estate, 
held  a  proper  charge  against  the  estate  on  final  settlement. 

^    An  administrator  is  entitled  to  a  credit  for  reasonable  counsel  fees  paid  for 

prosecuting  and  defending  the  interests  of  the  estate. 
7.    Also,  to  reasonable  counsel  fees  for  services  rendered  on  final  settlement 

with  the  Probate  Court,  although  exceptions  were  sostained  to  several  iteau 

in  fail  aocoantflaodyondiera. 
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allowed,  when  the  Talne  of  the  ftunitiire  is  thereby  increased  to  that  extent. 

9.  Connsel  fees  paid  for  prosecuting'  the  widow's  right  to  dower,  and  her  ae- 
count  for  medical  services  rendered  after  her  husband's  death,  are  personal 
charges  against  her,  and  not  against  the  estate. 

10.  Counsel  fees  paid  for  guardian  ad  litem  for  the  minor  heirs,  are  a  personal 
diarge  against  them,  and  not  against  the  estate. 

11.  Five  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  the  estate  held  a  reasonable  allowance  to 
the  administrator,  where  he  had  managed  the  plantation  for  nearly  a  year, 
and  raised  a  crop  ;  the  value  of  the  estate  being  about  $25,000. 

Ereob  to  the  Court  of  Probate  of  Ohambers. 

Oh  the  final  settlement  of  the  defendants'  administration  on 
the  estate  of  Peyton  Pinckard,  deceased,  the  distribatees  ob- 
jected to  the  allowance  of  several  items  in  their  accounts  and 
Yoachers ;  and  their  objections  haying  been  oyermled,  they  ex- 
cepted to  the  several  rulings  of  the  court  against  them,  and 
now  assign  for  error : 

'^  1.  The  matters  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  as  speci- 
fied in  the  following  items :  1st,  in  refusing  to  charge  the  ad- 
ministrators with  the  hire  of  negroes  unaccounted  for,  to-wit : 
Lambert,  Randall,  woman  Amy,  girl  Amy,  and  girl  Julia,  and 
twenty  head  of  stock  hogs  unaccounted  for ;  2Qd,  in  allowing 
vouchers  presented  by  £.  G.  Richards,  numbered  2,  9,  24,  26, 
29,  30,  31,  82,  83,  34,  35,  43,  44  ;  3rd,  in  allowmg  vouchers 
presented  by  Carothers  and  wife,  numbered  8,  8,  15,  20,  22, 
25 ;  4th,  in  allowing  commissions  upon  the  aggregate  amount 
of  the  estate,  at  the  rate  of  five  per  cent. 

^^  2.  The  court  erred  in  rendering  the  decree :  1st,  in  the 
allowance  of  ten  dollars  pud  to  G.  W.  Gwinn,  attorney's  fee, 
for  representing  the  guardian  ad  litem  for  the  minor  heirs ; 
2nd,  in  allowing  the  administrators  the  sum  of  $1182  48,  it 
being  five  per  cent,  on  the  aggregate  amount  of  said  estate." 

The  evidence  with  regard  to  these  items,  as  set  out  in  the 
bill  of  exceptions  and  the  decree  of  the  court,  is,  in  substance, 
as  follows  :  The  decedent  died  on  the  2nd  day  of  February, 
1850 ;  at  the  tiou)  of  his  death  he  resided,  with  his  family,  in 
the  town  of  La  Fayette,  and  had  a  plantation  six  miles  distant 
in  the  county;  he  had  employed  an  overseer  for  the  year  1850, 
who  was  at  that  time  on  his  plantation,  preparing  to  make  a 
crop ;  on  the  11th  day  of  March,  1850,  letters  of  administra- 
ticm  on  the  estate  of  said  decedent  were  granted  to  Marthf^  {!• 
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Pinckard,  the  widow,  and  E.  G.  Richards.  It  was  proved  that 
the  boy  Lambert,  who  was  a  blacksmith,  had  been  hired  out  by 
the  decedent,  for  the  year  1850,  to  a  carriage-toaker,  for  the 
sum  of  $175,  on  condition  that  he  should  be  found  to  suit  the 
business  :  the  boy  was  in  the  hirer's  possession,  on  trial,  at  the 
time  of  the  decedent's  death ;  but  a  few  days  afterwards  he 
was  returned  to  the  widow,  before  letters  of  administration  were 
granted  on  the  estate ;  after  the  grant  of  letters  of  administra- 
tion, the  administrator,  Richards,  made  several  efforts  to  hire 
out  said  boy  for  the  balance  of  the  year,  but  failed  ;  the  boy 
was,  however,  hired  out  several  times  during  the  year,  by  the 
day,  the  sums  received  for  such  hire  amounting  to  $92  47,  with 
which  the  administrators  charged  themselves.  On  this  proof, 
thfe  court  refused  to  charge  the  administrators  with  said  sum  of 
$175  for  the  hire  of  said  boy. 

It  was  shown,  also,  that  the  decedent  had  hired  out  the  boy 
Randall,  who  was  a  blacksmith,  for  the  year  1850,  for  the  sum 
of  $150,  to  one  Cole,  who  was  a  carriage  and  wagon  maker  ; 
but  the  hiring  was  on  condition  that  the  boy  would  suit  him ; 
said  Cole  took  the  boy  on  trial,  and  was  to  pay  for  the  time  he 
had  him,  if  the  boy  did  not  suit ;  three  days  after  the  decedent's 
death  Cole  returned  the  boy  to  the  widow,  and  gave  her  his  note 
for  $9  37  for  the  time  he  had  kept  him ;  the  boy  was  then 
placed  on  the  plantation,  to  do  the  smith's  work,  and  was  kept 
there  during  the  remainder  of  the  year ;  it  was  shown  that  the 
boy  was  worth  about  $15  per  month  to  work  at  his  trade,  but 
was  not  worth  so  much  on  the  farm.  The  administrators  charged 
themselves  with  the  amount  of  the  hire  received  from  Cole,  and 
the  court  refused  to  charge  them  with  said  sum  of  $150. 

The  woman  Amy  was  hired  out  by  the  widow,  about  the  mid- 
dle of  February,  for  the  balance  of  the  year  1850,  to  one 
Callahan,  for  $45,  for  which  sum  ho  gave  his  note,  payable  to 
Richards,  the  administrator  ;  said  Amy  became  sickly  in  June, 
and  proved  to  be  pregnant,  and  thereupon  said  contract  was 
rescinded,  and  the  woman  returned  to  the  administrators,  who 
kept  her  the  balance  of  the  year,  during  which  time  she  gave 
birth  to  a  likely  child.  The  administrators  charged  themselves 
with  the  sum  of  $22  41,  received  from  said  Callahan  for  the 
hire  of  said  troman,  and  the  court  refused  to  charge  them  \nth 
toy  further  sain. 
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The  girls  Amy  and  Julia,  who  were  employed  about  the  house 
before  the  decedent's  death,  one  as  a  nurse,  and  the  other  as  a 
house  girl,  were  kept  in  the  family  during  the  balance  of  the 
year;  "it  was  further  in  evidence,  that  five  other  negroes 
were  kept  by  the  administratrix  at  the  residence  in  town,  of  the 
following  description :  a  cook  woman,  an  old  negro  man  about 
seventy  years  old  who  tended  the  garden,  an  old  man  who  was 
unable  to  take  care  of  himself,  two  small  girls  six  or  seven  years 
old,  and  a  small  boy  less  than  the  girls  ;  it  was  also  shown  that 
the  decedent's  family  consisted  of  his  wife  and  five  children, 
the  youngest  being  an  infant.  The  court  refused  to  charge  the 
administrators  with  anything  for  the  hire  of  Amy  and  Julia. 

As  to  the  twenty  h^ad  of  hogs  unaccounted  for,  the  proof 
was,  that  six  or  seven  died  during  the  year,  and  six  or  seven 
more  were  killed  and  eaten  by  the  family  3  that  previous  to  the 
sale,  the  overseer  hunted  up  all  he  could  find,  and  they  were 
sold ;  and  that  the  number  returned  in  the  inventory  was  about 
twenty  more  than  were  accounted  for  in  the  return  of  sales. 
The  court  refused  to  charge  the  administrators  with  the  value 
of  those  which  were  missing. 

Voucher  No.  2  was  a  receipt  for  $12,  paid  by  the  adminis- 
trator for  four  barrels  of  corn,  which  was  purchased  by  him 
and  used  on  the  plantation  ;  and  the  proof  was,  that  there  was 
no  other  corn  on  the  plantation  at  the  time  of  the  purchase. 

Voucher  No.  9  was  a  receipt  for  $10  paid  to  one  Towles,  who 
was  proved  to  be  a  superior  salesman,  for  two  days^  services  in 
selling  the  property  of  the  estate. 

Voucher  No.  24  was  for  $12  70,  money  paid  out  by  the 
administrator  for  travelling  expenses  to  Montgomery,  to  sell 
the  cotton  belonging  to  the  estate. 

Voucher  No.  26  was  a  receipt  for  $27  24,  the  amount  of  an 
account  paid  by  the  administrator ;  "  it  was  in  evidence  that  the 
items  mentioned  in  said  voucher  were  purchased  by  the  adminis- 
tratrix, after  the  decease  of  Pinckard,  for  the  use  of  the  family, 
ip  the  town  of  XiaFayette,  and  that  they  were  such  articles  as 
were  usually  purcbajged  by  families  in  like  condition." 

Voucher  No.  29  is  a  receipt  for  $30  50,  the  amount  of  a 
store  account  for  several  articles  of  clothing ;  but  the  bill  of 
exceptions  does  not  state  what  evidence  was  offered  in  connec- 
tion with  it. 
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Voucher  No.  80  is  a  receipt  for  $11  50  paid  for  three  barrels 
of  com  ;  and  the  evidence  was,  that  one  half  of  the  com  was 
used  on  the  plantation,  and  the  other  half  by  the  family  at  their 
residence  in  town,  and  that  they  were  out  of  com  at  the  time  it 
was  purchased. 

Voucher  No.  81  is  a  receipt  for  $19  61,  the  amount  of  a 
store  account  ;  and  the  evidence  was,  that  the  articles  charged 
were  such  as  are  usually  bought  for  negroes,  and  were  applied 
to  the  use  of  the  negroes  at  the  residence  in  town  and  on  the 
plantation. 

Voucher  No.  32  is  a  receipt  for  $71  92,  the  amount  of  a 
store  account,  some  of  the  articles  having  been  bought  in  the 
decedent's  lifetime ;  and  the  evidence  was,  ^^  that  the  articles 
purchased  by  .the  administrator,  after  the  2nd  of  Febraary, 
1850,  were  used  for  the  white  children  and  negroes,  at  the  res- 
idence in  the  town  of  La  Fayette,  except  the  thread  which  was 
made  into  cloth  for  the  use  of  the  negroes." 

Voucher  No.  88  is  a  receipt  for  $88  07,  the  amount  of  an 
account  for  groceries ;  '*  the  evidence  was,  that  some  bacon  was 
sent  to  the  plantation,  for  the  use  of  the  negroes,  and  the  bal- 
ance was  used  by  the  administratrix  and  the  family  in  the  town 
of  La  Fayette." 

Voucher  No.  84  is  a  receipted  account  for  $80,  for  repairs  on 
a  barouche ;  and  the  evidence  showed,  that  $80  was  a  reasona- 
ble price  for  said  repairs,  that  the  barouche  was  not  worlii  more 
than  $50  without  them,  and  that  it  sold  for  $141. 

Voucher  No.  85  is  a  receipted  account  for  $80  14  ;  "  the 
evidence  was,  that  the  articles  were  such  as  are  usually  pur- 
chased by  families  in  like  condition  to  that  of  the  deceased,  and 
were  used  by  the  family,  and  in  clothing  the  negroes  on  the 
plantation ;  that  the  amount  of  clothing  purchased  was  less 
than  is  usually  found  necessary  to  clothe  the  same  number  of 
negroes,  and  that  the  negroes  were  all  well  clothed  when  deliv- 
ered to  the  heirs." 

Voucher  No.  89  does  not  appear  in  the  bill  of  exceptions ; 
but  it  is  stated  that  '^  the  evidence  showed  that  Richards,  the 
administrator,  and  Presley,  his  copartner,  were  attorneys,  and 
that  the  amount  charged  was  not  more  than  a  pmdent  adminis- 
trator would  have  been  authorized  to  pay  for  such  services." 

Voucher  No.  48  is  a  receipted  aooouut  for  $125>  paid  to 
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Messrs.  Richards  &  Presley,  attorneys  at  law,  for  professional 
services  rendered  to  the  estate  in  an  attachment  suit  at  law  and 
another  suit  in  chancery ;  "  the  evidence  was,  that  the  attorneys 
performed  the  services,  and  that  said  services  were  necessary  ; 
that  the  fees  charged  were  reasonable ;  that  the  services  of  a 
competent  attorney  or  solicitor  in  chancery  could  not  have  been 
procured  for  less ;  and  that  the  amount  paid  was  such  as  a 
prudent  administrator  would  have  been  authorized  to  pay." 

Voucher  No.  44  is  an  allowance  of  $25  to  the  administrator 
^^  for  counsel  fees  on  final  settlement  of  said  estate ;"  and  it  is 
stated  that  ^^  there  was  no  evidence  in  support  of  this  voucher, 
further  than  the  statement  of  the  administrator,  that,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  litigation  by  contestants,  ne  was  compelled  to 
employ  counsel,  but  for  which  it  would  have  been  unnecessary; 
that  he  had  presented  no  such  voucher  on  filing  his  account,  but 
now  asked  allowance  for  said  sum." 

Of  the  vouchers  presented  by  Carothers  and  wife,  (Carothers 
having  intermarried  with  the  widow,)  the  first  to  which  exception 
was  taken  is  a  receipted  account  for  $6  45 ;  and  the  evidence 
was,  ^^  that  the  articles  were  purchased  by  the  administratrix 
after  the  death  of  Pinckard,  and  were  used  by  the  family  of  the 
deceased  at  the  residence  in  the  town  of  LaFayette."  In  sup- 
port of  voucher  No.  8,  the  same  evidence  was  given  as  in  sup- 
port of  No.  3. 

Voucher  No.  15  was  a  receipted  account  for  $61  75,  for  fur- 
niture and  repairs,  while  "  the  evidence  showed  that  the  repairs 
increased  the  value  of  the  property,  and  that  all  the  articles 
were  sold  at  the  sale  in  their  improved  condition,  and  the  adminis- 
trators charged  themselves  with  the  amount  said  articles  sold  for*" 

Voucher  No.  18  is  a  receipt  for  $4  00  paid  for  a  barrel  of 
flour,  which  was  bought  by  the  administratrix,  and  used  by  the 
family  at  their  town  residence. 

Voucher  No.  20  is  a  receipt  for  $6  00,  for  making  mourning 
bonnet,  dress,  &e.,  for  the  widow. 

Voucher  No.  22  is  a  receipted  account  for  $26,  for  printing 
200  copies  of  "Appeal  to  the  United  Christian  World ;"  it  was 
in  evidence  that  the  contract  for  {his  printing  was  made  by 
Mrs.  Pinckard,  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband  ;  that  the  account 
was  charged  to  her,  and  was  never  presented  to  said  Pinckard 
in  his  lifetime. 
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Voucher  No.  25  is  a  receipted  account  for  $10,  for  medical 
services  rendered  to  Mrs.  Pinckard  after  the  death  of  her  hus- 
band;  and  the  evidence  showed  that  the  services  were  rendered. 

The  court  allowed  all  these  accounts  as  charges  against  the 
estate,  and  the  distributees  excepted  to  the  allowance  of  each 
item.  The  further  sum  of  $10,  paid  to  the  attorney  for  the 
guardian  ad  litem  of  the  minor  heirs,  was  allowed ;  and  the 
administrators  were  allowed,  ''  for  commissions  and  their  trouble 
in  superintending  the  estate,"  the  sum  of  01182  48,  being  five 
per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  the  estate. 

P.  M.  Allison  and  M.  Andrews,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
Richards  &  Falkner,  c<mtra. 

PHELAN,  J. — The  correctness  of  several  of  the  items  in 
the  accounts  of  the  administrators,  allowed  them  on  final  settle- 
ment, (see  the  statement  of  the  case,)  will  depend  upon  the  con- 
struction to  be  placed  on  the  statute.— Clay's  Dig.,  p.  196,  § 
19.    That  statute  is  in  these  words  : 

^^  If  any  person  shall  die  after  the  first  day  of  January,  the 
servants  and  slaves  of  which  he  was  possesseil,  &c.,  and  which 
were  employed  in  making  a  crop,  shall  be  continued  on  the  plan- 
tation in  the  occupation  of  the  decedent  at  the  time  of  his  death,  n 
until  the  last  day  of  December  following,  and  then  delivered 
to  those  who  shall  have  a  right  to  demand  the  same ;  and  their 
crops  shall  be  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  executors  and  admin- 
istrators, subject  to  debts,  legacies  and  distribution ;  the  levies 
and  taxes,  their  tools,  the  expense  of  feeding  them  and  their 
families  to  that  time,  and  delivering  them  well  clothed,  bemg 
first  deducted." 

Two  questions  arise  here  for  our  determination :  Ist.  Does 
this  statute  embrace  any  other  than  the  plantation  actually 
occupied  as  a  residence  by  the  decedent  at  the  time  of  his  death  ? 
2d.  Does  it  intend  that  the  family  at  large  of  the  decedent  shall 
be  supported  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  crops,  or  only  the  slaves, 
&c.,  engaged  in  making  the  crop  ? 

We  think  the  remedial  nature  of  this  statute  requires  that 
we  should  construe  the  words,  '^  the  plantation  in  the  occupation 
of  the  decedent  at  the  time  of  his  death,"  to  mean  any  planta- 
tion^ and  all  the  plantations^  then  beloogbg  to  him  and  colti- 
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vated  by  him.  The  main  object  evidently  was,  whenever  a 
man  died,  who  was  engaged  in  planting,  and  who  had  made  his 
plans  and  arrangements  for  the  year,  to  let  the  business  go  on 
to  the  end  of  the  year  as  he  had  projected  it.  This  was  sup- 
posed, no  doubt,  to  be  for  the  best  interest  of  all  concerned,  and 
made  the  time  for  breaking  up  the  plantation  conformable  to  the 
general  habits  and  customs  of  the  country^  This  object,  then , 
would  embrace  as  well  a  plantation  cultivated  by  him  on  which 
he  did  not  reside,  as  one  on  which  he  did,  and  we  must  construe 
the  statute  accordingly  ;  for  both  can  be  lawfully  and  properly 
said  to  be  in  his  '^  occupation  at  the  time  of  his  death.'' 

2.  Was  it  the  intention  that  the  family  of  the  decedent 
generally  should  be  supported  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
plantation,  or  plantations,  as  the  case  may  be,  or  only  the 
slaves,  stock,  &c.,  indispensably  necessary  to  the  working  of 
the  crops? 

The  law  evidently  contemplates  that  the  administrator  should 
keep  an  account  of  plantation  expenses  proper y  that  is,  such  as 
are  indispensable  to  its  cultivation,  and  that  this  should  be 
deducted  from  the  proceeds  of  the  crops,  and  the  net  proceeds 
only  to  be  assets  for  distribution,  &c.  We  think,  however, 
that  there  can  be  no  question  that  the  law  will  justify  an  admin- 
istrator in  all  such  cases,  (when  the  estate  is  not  insolvent,)  in 
furnishing  the  widow  and  children  all  things  necessary  to  their 
comfortable  support,  according  to  their  respective  condition  and 
wants,  to  the  end  of  the  year  ;  but  then  he  would  be  bound  to 
keep  an  account  against  each,  to  be  charged  upon  their  respect- 
ive distributive  shares.  Thus,  bacon  and  corn  for  the  planta- 
tion, negro  clothing,  &c.,  would  be  a  charge  upon  the  estate,  to 
be  deducted  from  the  proceeds  of  the  crops  ;  but  the  subsistence 
of  the  family  in  town,  the  mournmg  suit  for  the  widow,  and  the 
like,  must  be  charged  to  the  respective  distributees  for  whose 
benefit  the  expense  was  incurred,  and  deducted  from  their  res- 
pective distributive  shares. 

The  decision  of  the  court  refusing  to  charge  the  administra- 
tors with  the  hire  of  slaves  Lambert,  Randall,  and  woman  Amy, 
WSB  correct,  according  to  the  proof.  From  this  it  appears,  that 
thej  acted  with  reasonable  care  and  prudence,  and  in  good  faith, 
in  each  instance ;  and  it  would  not  be  proper  to  charge  them 
irith  hire,  as  for  a  oonversioB.    la  the  case  of  the  woman  Amy, 
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in  all  probability,  the  estate  was  benefited  greatly  beyond   the 
,  value  of  her  hire,  by  the  course  which  was  pursued. 

Another  question  arises,  as  to  the  girls  Amy  and  Julia,  for 
whom  hire  is  claimed.  These,  it  is  shown,  were  a  part  of  the 
menial  or  domestic  servants  of  Peyton  Pinckard  at  the  the  time 
of  his  death :  the  one  a  nurse,  and  the  other  a  house  girl.  There 
was  six  other  slaves,  old  and  young  :  a  cook  woman,  an  old  man 
gardener,  a  very  old  helpless  man.  and  three  small  children, 
composing  the  household  slaves  of  decedent  at  the  time  of  his 
death ;  and  for  these  no  claim  is  made.  What  does  the  statute 
intend  with  respect  to  the  menial  or  domestic  servants  of  the 
decedent  ?  We  think  it  is  clear,  that  when  a  man  who  resides 
on  his  plantation,  dies,  the  statute  intends  that  the  household 
or  domestic  servants  shall  be  left,  until  the  end  of  the  year,  with 
the  family,  for  their  use,  as  a  part  of  the  plantation.  The 
words  of  the  statute,  "  servants  and  slavesy^^  clearly  point  to  a 
distinction  in  the  mind  of  the  law-makers  ;  and  if  this  be  not  it, 
— the  known  distinction  in  slaveholding  States  between  household 
servants  and  what  we  call  Jield  hands — then  we  can  conceive  of 
none  in  our  country.  But,  if  the  law  authorizes  this  when  the 
party  resides  on  his  plantation,  the  interpretation  which  we  have 
already  given  to  the  statute  will  extend  the  same  privilege  to 
his  family,  although  they  may  reside  a  few  miles  distant,  as  in 
this  instance ;  the  family  residence  and  the  plantation  a  few 
miles  distant  being,  for  most  purposes,  with  us,  but  one  estab- 
lishment. If,  then,  these  were  domestic  servants,  the  law. 
allows  them  to  remain  with  the  family  of  the  decedent,  until  the 
end  of  the  year,  for  their  use,  and  without  charge.  The 
decrepit  old  negroes,  and  the  helpless  young,  must  have  a  home, 
as  well  as  the  white  family,  in  our  country  ;  and  the  law  must 
be  supposed  to  have  respect  to  the  condition  and  wants,  the 
duties  and  obligations,  of  both  portions  of  our  population. 

As  to  the  few  stock  hogs  that  were  missing  at  the  end  of  the 
year,  the  proof  shows  that  they  may  have  died,  or  been  law- 
fully consumed  by  the  family  j  the  court  properly  refused  to 
charge  the  administrators  with  them. 

The  expenses  of  the  administrator,  Richards,  in  going  to 
Montgomery  to  make  sale  of  the  cotton,  and  the  two  days'  ser- 
vices of  the  crier  at  the  sale,  were  properly  allowed. 

The  Bums  paid  out  for  the  services  of  legal  connseli  jj) 
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defending  the  interests  of  the  estate,  having  been  shown  to  be 
necessary^  and  the  charges  themselres  reasonable,  were  prop- 
erly allowed. 

There  is  one  charge  allowed  the  admmistrator  for  the  assist- 
ance of  connsel  in  conducting  his  settlement  with  the  Probate 
Conrt.  The  allowance  of  counsel  fees  to  the  administrator,  in 
snch  cases,  must  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
If  the  administrator  is  met  with  exceptions  to  his  account  and 
Touchers,  or  to  one  or  more  important  items,  there  seems  to  be 
no  reason  why  be  should  be  denied  the  assistance  of  legal 
counsel,  even  though  the  payment  is  to  come  out  of  that  fund 
which  is  ultimately  to  go  to  his  contestants.  He  is  a  trustee ; 
and,  if  he  acts  in  good  faith,  he  should  be  protected.  We  see 
no  other  safe  way,  than  to  leave  the  allowance  of  counsel  fees  to 
the  sound  discretion  of  the  probate  judge,  in  such  cases,  (for 
the  whole  is  transacted  under  his  eye,)  with  the  right  in  this 
court  to  control  any  exercise  of  such  a  power  as  may  seem  to 
call  for  it«  We  cannot  see  but  that  the  allowance  here  was 
properly  made.  A  great  many  exceptions  were  taken  to  the 
account  and  vouchers  of  the  administrator,  some  of  which  have 
been  sustained  here  3  but  upon  the  whole,  it  is  evident  that  the 
administrators  were  in  condition  to  need  legal  counsel  and 
assistance  fairly  to  discharge  their  trust.  The  charge  seems  to 
have  been  reasonable,  and  will  therefore  be  allowed. — See  Ben- 
dall's  Adm'rs  v.  Bendall's  Heirs,  at  this  term. 

The  expense  of  repairs  done  to  the  barouche  and  to  the  furni- 
ture, which  were  afterwards  sold,  the  court  might  allow,  if  sat- 
isfied  from  the  proof  that  the  value  of  the  articles  at  the  sale 
had  been  enhanced  by  these  repairs  to  the  full  extent  of  such 
expense  ;  and  this  seems  to  have  been  the  case. 

The  sum  paid  out  for  printing  two  hundred  copies  of  the 
^^  Appeal  to  the  United  Christian  World,''  is  not  a  proper 
charge  against  the  estate.  There  is  no  satisfactory  proof  that 
it  was  done  for,  or  with  the  approbation  of,  the  decedent. 

The  counsel  fees  paid  for  prosecuting  the  right  of  dower  of 
the  widow,  is  a  charge  personal  to  herself;  so,  also,  is  her 
medical  bill  after  the  decease  of  her  husband.  The  fee  allowed 
for  the  attorney  for  the  minor  heirs,  is  a  proper  charge  against 
them  only. 

CoDBidmng  the  extent  of  this  estate^  and  that  the  plantatioD 
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was  kept  up  and  managed  for  nearly  a  whole  year  after  the 
death  of  the  intestate,  we  do  not  think  the  amount  allowed  the 
administrators,  as  "  commissions"  and  for  "  their  trouble," 
at  all  unreasonable.  The  usual  rule  of  a  per  cent,  on  the 
receipts  and  disbursements  only,  would  not  meet  the  just 
demands  of  a  case  like  this. 

These  observations,  together  with  the  general  principle 
already  laid  down,  which  will  be  found  applicable  to  most,  if  not 
all,  of  the  vouchers  not  particularly  noticed  above,  will  be  suflS- 
cient  to  guide  the  court  below  in  the  future  progress  of  this  case. 

For  the  error  in  allowing  such  charges  as  are  said  above  not 
to  have  been  properly  allowed,  and  for  allowing  the  others  in 
the  form  in  which  they  were  presented,  the  decree  of  the  court 
below  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


SLAUGHTER  vs.  CUNNINGHAM. 

1.  A  tranpcript  from  the  records  of  a  foi-eign  court,  whether  of  general  or 
special  and  limited  jurisdiction,  is  adminsible  evidence  in  the  coorts  of  this 
State,  if  properly  authenticated ;  and  our  courts  arc  hotlnd  to  presume  that 
the  foreign  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  mattiT  upon  which  it  pro- 
fefiscs  to  adjudicate,  until  the  contrary  appears. 

2.  In  detinue  for  a  elave,  the  defendant  introduced  as  a  witness  the  father  of 
his  vendor,  who  testified,  that  he  held  an  order  on  defendant  from  eud  ven- 
dor for  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money,  which  was  to  be  paid  at  the  ter- 
mination of  the  suit,  and  that  said  vendor  had  given  this  order  as  a  present 
to  his  mother,  who  was  the  wife  of  the  witness :  He/d,  that  the  witness  was 
incompetent,  from  interest,  to  testify  for  defendant. 

S.  Where  plaintiff  claims  as  trustee  for  his  grantor's  children,  under  a  deed 
made  while  said  grantor  was  a  minor,  the  defendant  may  show  that  the 
grantor  disavowed  the  act  after  he  became  of.  age,  and  made  another  dispo- 
dtion  of  the  property ;  and  for  this  purpose,  a  deed  of  revocation  and  a  biU 
of  sale  from  the  grantor  to  himself  are  admisrible  evidence. 

4.  A  release  from  a  stranger,  or  a  transfer  of  all  bis  interest  in  the  property, 
is  admissible  evidence  for  the  defeAdaat  in  detinue,  as  tending  to  show  title 
in  himself. 

5.  Defendant  claimed  under  a  bill  of  sale  from  plamtiff  ^s  grantor,  executed 
afker  he  became  of  age,  and  said  grantor  derived  his  title  ih>m  bis  gnod- 
Mwr'swiU,  beqaeathii^g  the  slave. to  blip  and  his  eld«r  brother;  plaintilf 
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introduced  evidence  tending  to  show  a  division  of  the  slaves  between  the  two 
brothers  while  the  younger  was  a  minor,  and  that  the  elder  was  satisfied  with 
it :  Held^  that  defendant  might  introduce  rebutting  evidence,  showing 
that  the  elder  brother  was  dissatisfied  with  the  division,  and  that  defendant 
had  paid  him  for  his  claim  to  the  slave  in  suit. 
6*  Where  slaves  are  bequeathed  to  two  brothers  jointly,  and  after  the  elder 
t)ecomc8  of  age  a  division  of  them  is  made  by  him  and  his  father,  the  latter 
acting  for  his  infant  son,  the  division  is  binding  upon  the  minor  until  he  dis- 
sents from  it ;  and  if  he  ratifies  it,  the  elder  brother  cannot  avoid  it. 

7.  A  deed  of  gift,  executed  by  a  minor  in  trust  for  his  children,  is  not  void, 
but  voidable  merely ;  and  in  a  contest  between  the  trustee  and  a  subs^uent 
purchaser  from  the  grantor,  the  question  of  the  disavowal  of  the  gift  should 
be  left  to  the  decision  of  the  jury. 

8.  And  if  the  minor  acknowledge  the  deed  in  open  court,  this  does  not  render 
it  irrevocable,  nor  require  that  the  revocation  should  be  made  in  open  court 
after  notice  to  the  parties ;  when  the  grantor  retains  possession,  any  act  on 
his  part  after  attaining  his  mi^rlty  which  shows  to  the  world  that  he  does  not 
intend  to  be  bound  by  his  deed,  is  sufficient  to  revoke  it. 

Erkor  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Chambers. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Robert  Douoherty. 

Detinue  by  Bryant  Slaughter  against  William  H.  Cunning- 
ham, for  a  slave  named  Mary.  The  only  plea  was,  the  general 
issue,  with  leave  to  give  any  special  matter  in  evidence.  It 
appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that  the  plaintiff  claimed 
title  under  a  deed  of  gift  from  Champion  T.  S tailings  to  him  as 
trustee,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  grantor's  daughter, 
then  living  and  named  in  said  deed,  and  such  other  children  as 
he  might  have  by  his  then  present  wife,  whose  maiden  name  was 
Mary  L.  Slaughter.  This  deed,  dated  August  7th,  1845,  was 
executed  while  the  grantor  was  a  minor,  and  was  by  him 
acknowledged  in  open  court,  before  the  Hon.  George  W.  Stone, 
at  the  Fall  term,  1845,  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Chambers.  The 
plaintiff  offered  said  deed  in  evidence,  and  proved  that  the  slave 
was  in  said  grantor^s  possession  at  the  time  of  its  execution  ; 
but  it  does  not  appear  that  any  change  of  possession  took 
place  when  said  deed  was  executed  or  delivered. 

For  the  purpose  of  showing  title  in  himself,  the  defendent 
first  offered  in  evidence  a  tranfiteript  of  the  records  of  the  Court 
of  Ordinary  for  Jasper  County,  Georgia,  purporting  to  be  a  copy 
of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  William  Traylor,  the  grand- 
fatiier  of  fiaid  Oham]n<ki  Staffiatigs.    Thi«  Will  cotttaias  the  fd- 
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lowing  clause:  ^^Itein,^o  my  grandchildren,  William  J.  Stallings 
and  Gliampion  T.  Stallings,  I  give  and  bequeath  a  negro  girl 
named  Jnlia ;  also,  two  cows  and  calves,  bed  and  fumitnre, 
bedstead,  chest  and  spinning  wheel ;  all  of  said  property  to 
remain  in  the  family  until  the  youngest  child,  Champion  T. 
Stallings,  becomes  of  age."  Said  will  purports  to  bear  date  on 
the  2d  day  of  November,  1826,  and  to  have  been  proved  in  open 
court  by  the  subscribing  witnesses,  on  the  7th  day  of  May, 
1827.  The  action  of  the  Court  of  Ordinary  upon  it  is  as 
follows : 

Jasp^rTouity :     \  ^o"'  "^  Ordinary,  May  Term,  1827. 

Personally  came  into  open  court  the  subscribing  witnesses  to 
the  foregoing  will  (naming  them),  who  depose  and  say,  that  they 
saw  William  Traylor  sign,  seal,  publish  and  declare  this  instru- 
ment of  writing  to  contain  his  true  last  will  and  testament,  and 
at  said  time  was  of  sound,  disposing  mind  and  memory. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to,     ^  ^  t.  t» 

in  open  court,  this  7th  diy   '  ?^^^^  ^'  Brantly, 

of  May,  1827,  ^  Christopher  Deadwilder, 

A.  R.  Buchanan,  c.  c.  o.     J  ^^^^"^^  Traylor. 

Registeredl9thof  May,  1827,  A.  R.  Buchanan,  C.  C.  0." 

The  authentication  of  the  transcript  is  as  follows  . 
''  The  State  of  Georgia,  }  I,  Davis  Lane,  Clerk  of  the  Court 
Jasper  County  :  )  of  Ordinary  of  Jasper  County,  in  the 
State  of  Georgia,  do  hereby  certify,  that  the  above  and  fore- 
going is  a  true  copy  and  transcript  of  the  last  will  and  testament 
of  William  Traylor,  late  of  said  county,  deceased,  together  with 
the  probate  and  registration  of  the  same,  as  fully  as  the  same 
is  of  record  and  on  file  in  my  office. 

Given  under  my  hand  and  the  seal  of  my  office,  which  is  the 
seal  of  the  said  Court  of  Ordinary,  at  Montecello,  in 
[L.  i>.]  the  County  of  Jasper,  in  the  Staic  of  Georgia,  on  the 
second  day  of  October,  1849. 

Davis  Lane,  C.  C.  O., 
Jasper  County,  Georgia/' 

^^  The  State  of  Georgia,  )      I,  James  M.  Williams,  one  of  the 

Jasper  County  .       )     justices  of  tilt  Inferior  Court  of  the 

County  of  Jasper,  in  the  State  of  Georgia,  which  said  justices 

of  the  Inferior  Court  are  the  Court  of  Oi4iBary  for  said  county, 
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and  have,  when  sitting  for  ordinary  purposes,  original  jarisdic- 
tion  of  all  matters  and  things  touching  the  probate  of  wills,  the 
granting  of  letters  testamentary  thereon,  the  granting  of  letters 
of  administration  on  estates  intestate  and  other  estates,  and  of 
letters  of  guardianship  of  the  person  and  property  of  all  orphans, 
ill^timate  children,  idiots,  lunatics  and  insane  persons,  within 
the  county,  and  the  care  of  their  estates,  do  hereby  certify," 
&c.,  in  the  usual  form  as  required  by  the  act  of  Congress ;  and 
then  follows  this  additional  certificate:  ^^  And  I  do  further 
certify,  that  there  is  no  judge,' chief  justice,  or  presiding  magis- 
trate of  said  court ;  that  the  same  is  composed  of  five  justices, 
each  of  whom  have  and  exercise  co-equal  and  co-ordinate  pow- 
ers and  jurisdiction ;  all  of  which  I,  the  said  justice,  do  hereby 
certify,"  &c. 

In  connection  with  this  transcript,  the  defendant  offered  in 
evidence  certain  statute  laws  of  Georgia,  which  are  not  set  out 
in  the  bill  of  exceptions.  The  plaintiff  objected  to  said  tran- 
script going  in  evidence  to  the  jury,  and  in  support  of  his  objec- 
tion read  certain  statutes  of  Georgia,  which  are  also  omitted 
from  the  bill  of  exceptions.  He  objected  to  the  transcript  being 
read,  fii*8t,  because  there  was  no  proof  by  the  record,  or  to  the 
court,  that  said  Traylor  was  dead ;  secondly,  because  it  did 
not  appear,  from  anything  on  the  face  of  the  proceeding,  that 
said  Court  of  Ordinary  had  jurisdiction  to  admit  said  will  to 
record ;  thirdly,  because  it  did  not  appear  there  was  present, 
when  said  w^ill  was  probated  or  admitted  to  record,  the  number 
of  justices  required  by  law.  The  court  overruled  all  these 
objections,  and  admitted  the  transcript ;  and  the  plaintiff 
excepted. 

The  defendant  then  introduced  as  a  witness  one  Jeremiah 
Stallings,  the  father  of  the  saii)  Champion,  who  testified,  that 
said  Champion  was  born  on  the  8th  of  March,  1826  ;  that  wit- 
ness was  present  at  the  trade  between  defendant  and  said 
Champion  for  the  negro  now  in  suit,  which  took  place  in  the 
last  of  July,  or  first  of  August,  184T,  just  before  said  Cham- 
pion left,  to  join  the  United  States  army  in  Mexico  as  a  volun- 
teer ;  defendant  had  said  slave  in  his  possession  at  the  time, 
and  had  had  her  since  September  or  October,  1843 ;  witness 
did  not  see  the  bill  of  sale  executed,  but  saw  a  paper  which  they 
said  was  a  bill  of  sale.    On  cross  examination  witness  stated. 
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"  that  he  held  an  order  on  defendant,  which  his  son  gave  him, 
for  whatever  was  coming  to  him,  said  Champion,  on  account  of 
said  sale,  after  deducting  what  he  (Champion)  owed  defendant ; 
this  order  was  given  to  witness  by  his  son,  and  the  money  was 
to  be  paid  at  the  termination  of  the  suit ;  his  son  had  (given  ?) 
this  order,  or  its  proceeds,  as^  a  present  to  his  mother,  the  wife 
of  witness,  when  he  was  about  leaving  for  Mexico  ;  witness  did 
not  know  how  much  would  be  coming  on  it;  it  did  not  specify 
ajiy  amount,  but  there  would  be  some  amount  coming  on  the 
order.''  On  this  state  of  facts,  plaintiff  moved  to  exclude  the 
evidence  of  the  witness,  on  the  ground  of  interest ;  but  the  court 
overruled  the  motion,  and  plaintiff  excepted. 

The  plaintiff  then  proved  by  said  Stallings,  on  his  further 
cross  examination,  "  that  in  1843  or  1844,  after  said  William 
J.  Stallings  had  come  of  age,  witness,  at  the  request  of  said 
William  J.,  made  a  division  of  the  negro  woman  Julia  and  her 
four  children  between  his  said  two  sons  ;  that  he  gave  to  said 
William  J,  the  three  youngest  children  and  $50  in  money,  and 
to  Champion  T.  the  woman  Julia  and  her  daughter  Mary,  who 
is  the  slave  now  sued  for ;  that  this  division  was  as  just  and 
equal  as  he  could  make  it ;  that  said  William  J.  was  satisfied 
with  it  at  the  time,  and  took  his  negroes  off  home,  (ho  being 
married  and  living  by  himself  at  the  time,)  and  has  never  given 
them  up,  or  brought  them  back  for  re- division,  and  that  he  has 
since  sold  them ;  witness  was  also  satisfied  with  this  division  ; 
said  Champion  was  married  after  this  division  took  place,  but 
before  he  came  of  age  ;  and  the  deed  of  gift  under  which  plain- 
tiff claims,  was  made  after  his  marriage,  and  before  he  came 
of  age." 

The  defendant  then  offered  in  evidence  a  deed  or  declaratioD 
of  revocation,  executed  by  said  Champion  T.  on  the  23d  of 
March,  1847,  specifically  revoking  the  said  deed  of  gift  under 
which  the  plaintiff  claimed.  This  deed  was  proved  to  have  been 
executed  on  the  day  of  its  date.  The  plaintiff  objected  to  its 
admission  in  evidence,  "  because  it  was  an  ex  parte  transaction, 
of  which  he  had  no  notice,  and  because  it  was  illegal  and  irrel- 
evant evidence  to  show  a  revocation.  The  court  overruled  the 
objection,  and  allowed  the  deed  to  be  read  ;  to  which  plaintiff 
excepted." 

The  defendant  then  offered  in  evidence,  after  having  proved 
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its  ezemitiM  by  one  of  tlie  subsoribing  vilnesMfi,  a  bill  of  Bsle 
tat  the  negro  in  stiit,  from  said  ChatDpion  to  dofeDdant^  dated 
AprH  12, 1847 ;  At  oomitention  expressed  tiieretn  being  ^00 
in  hand  paid.  Qo  oroes  examination,  this  irilnesa  test^ed, 
^'  that  said  hill  of  sale  was  written  by  one  q£  tibe  defendant's 
ebunsel,  and  said  deed  of  revoealion  was  wriittti  by  defendaili 
faimadf;  thatafl  the  oonsideration  whieh  defendaat  had  paid 
finr  said  slave^  within  his  knowledge,  was  the  smu  of  $16,  whidh 
defendant  assomed,  some  tim»  in  May,  1847,  to  pay  one  W/ 
Ti.  Wood  on  account  of  what  said  Champion  owed  him ;  that 
noAng  was  paid  by  defendant  at  the  time  said  bill  c£  sale  was 
made ;  that  nothing  has  been  paid,  within  his  knowledge,  by 
dsfendant,  once  its  execntion,  except  saul  sum  of  $16.  It  was 
not  shown  tiiat  said  Champion  oonld  read  or  write ;  neither  did 
defendant  prove  thvt  said  several  instraments  were  read  to  him 
before  he  signed  them."  The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  admis- 
sion of  this  deed  in  evidence,  ^^  as  illegal,  irrelevant  and  incom- 
petent evidence  to  show  a  revocation  of  said  deed  of  gift" ; 
but  the  eovrt  admitted  it,  and  plaintiff  exerted. 

The  defendant  then  proved,  and  offered  inovidenoe,  an  instrn- 
ment  in  writing  execnted  by  WilUam  J.  Stallii^  on  the  12tix  of 
April,  1847,  assigning  and  transferring  alt  bis  interest  in  the 
slave  to  the  defendant,  for  valuable  consideration.  ^^  Pluntiff 
objected  to  this  instmment  going  in  evidence^  as  beii^  illegal, 
inrelevant  and  incompetent  proof  for  any  purpose,  under  the 
feots  now  before  the  oonrt.  He  court  overruled  the  objection, 
and  "plnintif  excepted.  This  bill  ot  saie  was  admitted  by  tiie 
oiNnt,  on  the  ground  that  the  proof  tended  to  show,  that,  after 
the  division  of  the  property  as  above  shown,  said  William  J. 
had'beioome  Aswttisfied  with  said  <£vision,  and  claimed  some- 
fhiAg  more,  and  that  defendant  paid  him  the  emb  of  $65,  the 
amount  mentioned  in  said  bill  of  sale,  for  his  claim  to  the  slave 
now  sued  for.  This  proof  was  also  objected  to  by  plaintiff; 
lAi^h  ^e(^n  was  overruled,  and  phuntiff  excepted.  The 
cMto^nt  also  proved  by  a  witness,  that,  before  the  probate  of 
(jkeirill  of  Wtlfiam  Trayior,  said  Trag^ior  was  dead.  Plaintiff 
objected  to  tills  evidence ;  bat  his  objection  was  overmled,  and 
he  BffSa  SM^iited." 

^<  On  thbi  stato  of  facta,  the  court  charged  the  jnry,  that,  if 
llf^MievediAieaeedofgifltiiiidervrhMd^  plaintiff  daimed  Was 
18 
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made  by  Champion  Stallings,  zSter  his  tnamage,  and  after-  the 
birth  of  his  first  child,  bntbeforo  he  came  <^  age,  and  that  the 
dave  sued  for  was  one  of  the  children  of  the  woman  JoEa,  giveii 
to  William  J.  and  Champion  T*  Stallings  by  the  will  of  Wil- 
liam  Traylor,  then  they  must  find  for  the  defendant.    To  this 
charge  plaintiff  excepted,  and  asked  the  court  to  charge  :  1.   If 
Champion  T.  Stallings,  after  his  marriage  and  the  birth  of  his 
first  child,  and  while  he  was  in  possession  of  the  prcqperty  named 
*in  the  deed  of  gift,  under  the  dirision  made  by  his  fitther  as 
shown  in  eyidence,  but  before  he  came  of  age,  executed  the  said 
deed  of  gift,  as  shown  in  the  eyidence,  and  that  the  same  was 
acknowledged  in  this  court  at  Fall  term,  1845,  as  shown  m 
evidence,  then  said  deed  was  valid  and  irrevocaUe^    2.   That 
the  deed  of  gift  under  which  plamtiff  claimed  could  not  be 
revoked,  except  by  appearing  in  open  court,  and  making  tiie 
act  of  revocation,  as  the  acknowledgment  of  the  execution  of 
the  deed  had  been,  unless  the  defendant  had  shown  actual 
notice  to  plaintiff  of  the  revocation  of  this  deed  of  gift  in  tiie 
manner  shown  in  evidence.    The  court  refused  to  give  these 
charges,  and  plaintiff  excepted." 

The  errors  now  assigned  are,  the  several  rulings  of  the  court 
shown  in  the  bill  of  exceptions. 

WnrrE  &  Parsons,  for  plaintiff  in  error : 

1.  The  transcript  from  the  Court  of  Ordinary  irom  Jasper 
County,  Greorgia,  ought  not  to  have  been  admitted  as  evidenee. 
B/the  agreement  of  counsel,  of  record,  any  and  all  statutes  of 
Georgia,  found  in  Prince's  Digest,  were  regarded  as  in  evidenee, 
and  may  now  be  regarded  as  inserted  in  the  record.  The  Court 
of  Ordinary,  in  G(eorgia,  is  a  court  of  limited  jurisdictioD. — 3 
Ala.  670;  McCartney  v.  Calhoun,  11  ib.  118.  All  sueh 
courts  must  show,  on  the  face  of  their  proceedings,  the  iaets 
necessary  to  give  them  jurisdiction.-^Com'mrs'  Court  of  Talla- 
dega V.  Thompson,  18  Ala.  604,  and  authorities  there  cited. 
That  case  was  reversed,  because  the  record  did  not  ^^  aflbvui- 
tively  show  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  over  the  road.''  In  the 
case  at  bar,  the  transcript  does  not  show  that  a  quorum  of  tiie 
justices  who  compose  the  court  were  present  at  the  time  the 
win  was  admitted  to  record.  The  paper  is  no  record  at  all,  for 
there  is  nothing  to  show  that  it^as  ever  admitted  to  recerd  in 
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Georgia ;  indeed,  when  we  look  at  the  etatate,  we  muat  oome  to 
the  ooQcloBion  that  it  never  has  been  recorded. — ^Prince's 
DigMty  p.  240,  §  7.  There  nmet  be  a  majority  of  the  jostioee 
to  bold  the  ooort  on  the  first  Monday  in  every  month ;  but  two 
or  more  may  admit  an  executor  to  prove  a  will,  though  it 
cannot  be  admitted  to  record  until  a  regular  term. — lb.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  transcript  to  show,  that  William  Traylor  was 
dead  at  the  time  this  paper  was  made.  The  proof  made  on  this 
trial  cannot  aid  the  transcript ;  this  fact  is  indispensable  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court. 

2.  Jeremiah  Stallings  was  an  incompetent  witness :  he  was 
directly  interested  in  sustaining  the  defendant's  title  to  the 
slave,  so  that  the  money  might  be  paid  on  the  order  in  his  wife's 
favor.     A  gift  to  his  wife,  was  a  gift  to  him. 

3.  The  deed  of  William  J.  Stallings  to  defendant  was  inadmissi- 
ble :  it  was  the  act  of  a  third  party,  and  should  have  been  excluded. 

4.  The  first  charge  given  cannot  be  sustained :  it  relieves  the 
defendant  from  making  proof  of  the  revocation  of  plaintiff's 
deed  ;  this  was  indispensable. — 17  Wend.  186, 186,  and  cases 
cited  in  opinion.  It  was,  also,  an  erroneous  construction  of 
that  clause  of  the  will  of  Traylor  which  gives  the  slave  Julia 
to  bis  grandchildren.  This  provision  was  made  for  the  benefit 
of  Stalliogs'  family ;  if  he  was  willing  to  waive  it,  and  William 
J.  was  satisfied  with  it,  and  was  of  age  at  the  time  of  the  divis- 
ioOf  there  is  no  <»e  to  complain  of  it,  unless  Champion  T.  does. 
Bat  he  does  not  complain,  but  is  satisfied  with  the  divisiop. 
William  J.  was  of  age  at  the  time,  and  a  married  man ;  he  ha^ 
kept  the  slaves  which  he  got  by  the  division,  and  though  he 
extorted  something  more  from  Cunningham,  yet  that  cannot  be 
to  the  injury  of  plaintiff.  The  case  of  Johnson  v.  Culbreath, 
19  Ala.  848,  does  not  apply  to  this.  Moreover,  Cunningham 
had  admitted  the  title  of  Champion  T.  to  be  good,  by  purchas* 
ing  from  him :  he  was  estopped  from  saying  that  it  was  not 
good. — Brown  v.  Ayers,  14  Johns.  224 ;  Duncan  v.  Harder,  4 
A.  210 ;  6  A.  86 ;  7  ifr.  168.  But  the  deed  under  which  plain- 
tiff claims  was  irrevocable.  It  was  a  provision  for  his  children, 
which  the  law  will  sustam.  An  infant  may  marry,  and  may 
make  a  marriage  settlement. — Kent's  Com.,  2  vol.,  pp.  76, 77, 
248.    Then  why  amy  he  not  provide  for  his  cffiipriaig  ?    It  is  a 
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S.  F.  RtcE  and  J«  FA&RK]&it,  eimtta  : 

1.  The  ldg«d|iMpo8ition  averted  ift  the  fsbarg^  fiVeii*!^  tte 
etsrt^is,  ihat  if  tiie  ddenduit,  in  an  action  ef  detinae^  broi^f^ 
by  a  {plaintiff  whb  olaims  under  one  of  two  jeint  owneite)  does 
oonneot  himself  with  the  title  through  the  other  joint  owner,  he 
may  ayaii  himself  of  the  rights  which  he  has  thas  aocfnired,  iu 
bar  of  the  action.  This  is  sound  law. — Wiight  v.  BinneU,  8 
Barb.  Sap.  Ct.  Rep.  451 ;  Bell  ▼.  Hogan,  1  St(Bfw.  R.  ^ ; 
Miller  r.  Eatman,  11  Ala.  R.  609.  The  defendant  net  only 
showed  a  conveyance  from  one  of  the  jeint  owners  (William 
Jesse  StaUings),  bnt  also  a  cenveyanee  jflram  the  nth^  joint 
fmnet  (Champion  T.  Stallings),  who  was  the  grantor  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  who  conveyed  to  defendant  a  few  days  after  be 
arrived  at  lawful  age.  The  only  claim  of  plaintiff  was  a  volun- 
tary deed,  executed  by  said  Champion  T.  Stallings  during  his 
infiincy,  unaccompanied  by  the  possession  of  the  property,  which 
retnained  with  said  Champion  until  his  conveyance  to  defendant. 
**  On  this  state  of  facts"  the  charge  given  was  clearly  correct, 
for  it  tnust  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  facts. 

2.  The  defendant  having  a  conveyance  from  said  Champion 
(the  grantor  of  plaintiff),  made  some  few  days  after  he  arrived 
at  lawM  age,  had  the  right  to  Bh<>w,if  he  could,  that  the  volun- 
tary deed  executed  to  the  plaintiff  by  said  Champion,  during 
his  minority,  had  been  disaffirmed  and  revoked  by  him  on  hia 
arrival  at  lawful  age,  or  soon  thereafter.  For  Ihat  purpose, 
the  several  instruments  executed  by  said  Champion,  to-wit :  the 
one  dated  28d  March,  1847,  and  the  other  dated  l^th  April, 
1847,  were  competoit  evidence. — 15  Ohio  R.  192  ;  6  A.  8&1 ; 
7  Blaclford's  R.  442 ;  11  Johns.  R.  641  (top  page  601) ;  14 
lb.  124 ;  10  Peters^  R.  58 ;  15  Wendell's  R.  631  ;  17  ».  119. 

8.  The  transcript  from  Oeorgia  was  properly  certified — the 
certilteate  showing  that  there  is  no  chief  justice,  &c. ;  and  the 
statutes  of  Georgia  also  showing  the  same  facts  set  fortfi  m  the 
certificate.^  See  White  v.  Strother,  11  Ala.  720;  Huff.  v. 
Campbell,  1  Stew.  R.  19 ;  Dozier  v.  Joyce,  8  PortM^'s  R. 

4.  The  grant  of  letters,  or  the  probate  of  a  wHl,  is  prima 
fade  evidence  of  the  death  of  the  testator.  But  the  death  of 
the  testator  ^'  before  the  probate  of  the  will,'-  Was  positively 
proved  by  a  witness  on  the  trial  of  this  cause. 

5.  Both  the  charges  asked  were  correctly  refused.    IlkeVfUt, 
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if  giyen,  would  have  rendered  an  e3q)lanation  necesBary. — Ross 
V.  Ross,  20  Ala.  Rep.  Neither  of  these  charges  was  author- 
ized bj  the  evidence,  nor  by  the  law. 

GIBBONS,  J. — There  was  no  error  in  allowing  the  tran- 
script from  the  records  of  the  Court  of  Ordinary  in  Jasper  County, 
Georgia,  to  be  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury.  No  objection  was 
made  to  the  authentication  of  the  transcript,  as  not  being  in 
conformity  to  the  requirements  of  the  act  of  Congress  upon  that 
subject,  but  it  was  objected,  1st,  that  the  reeord  does  not  dis- 
close the  fact  that  William  Tray  lor,  whose  will  was  proved,  was 
dead  ;  2d,  that  it  did  not  appear,  from  anything  on  the  face  of 
the  proceedings,  that  said  Court  of  Ordinary  had  jurisdiction 
to  admit  said  will  to  record  ;  and,  Sdly,  that  it  did  not  appear 
ther^  was  present,  when  said  will  was  probated,  the  number  of 
justices  required  by  law.  In  support  of  these  objections,  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  cite  the  case  of  the  Commis- 
sioners' Court  uf  Talladega  v.  Thompson,  18  Ala.  694,  to  the 
effect  that  the  proceedings  of  a  court  of  special,  limited  jurisdic- 
tion must  show  affirmatively,  on  their  face,  their  jurisdiction 
over  the  subject  matter,  or  their  proceedings  are  void ;  and 
other  decisions  of  this  court  to  the  same  efiect.  That  this  is  the 
correct  view  to  take  of  the  proceedings  of  courts  of  special,  lim- 
ited jurisdiction  of  this  State,  there  can  be  no  doubt.  But,  we 
apprehend,  th^  question  under  consideration  does  not  properly 
fan  under  the  authority  of  this  class  of  cases.  The  question 
here  ia,  not  directly  as  to  the  effect  of  the^transcript  offered  in 
evidence  as  a  decree,  but  whether  it  is  competent  to  go  to  the 
Jury  as  the  record  of  a  court  of  a  sister  State.  In  sucfh  cases, 
whether  the  record  is  of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  or  one  of 
special  and  limited  jurisdiction,  courts  of  this  State  are  bound 
to  presume  in  their  favor,  to  the  extent  that  they  have  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  subject  matter  upon  which  they  profess  to  adjudi- 
cate, until  the  contrary  appears.  This  much  our  courts  owe  to 
the  judicial  proceedings  of  the  sister  States.  The  true  rule,  we 
apprehend,  was  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Dossier  v.  Joyce,  8 
Porter  393,  which  was  a  case  involving  the  admissibilily  of  a 
record  of  the  Court  of  Ordinary  of  South  Carolina.  The  court 
in  this  case  uses  the  following  language :  ^^  The  certificate  and 
seal  which  gives  verity  to  the  record,  establishes  u  well  the 
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right  of  the  court  to  adjadicate  the  matter  contained  therein 
(nnless,  indeed,  the  record  itself  dbcloses  the  want  of  joriadic- 
tion),  as  that  such  facts  were  in  truth  adjudicated."  This  dis- 
poses of  the  whole  of  the  objections  raised  to  the  transcript 
under  consideration,  and  shows  that  the  court  ruled  the  law  cor- 
rectly in  admitting  it  to  the  jury. 

The  court,  in  our  opinion,  erred  in  refusing  to  exclude  the 
testimony  of  Jeremiah  Stallings,  as  we  think  it  apparent  from 
his  testimony  that  he  had  a  direct  interest  in  producing  a  ver- 
dict for  the  party  who  called  upon  him  to  testify.  He  stated, 
that  he  held  an  order  from  his  son  for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  the  negro  to  the  defendant,  after  deducting  what  was  due  the 
defendant  by  the  said  Champion  T.  Stallmgs,  the  son.  It  is 
true,  he  states,  that  the  son  had  made  a  present  of  this  ordn, 
or  the  proceeds  thereof,  to  his  mother ;  but  she  is  the  wife  of 
the  witness,  and  there  is  nothing  in  tho  facts  disclosed  that 
would  negative  the  idea  that  the  witness  would  have  a  right  al 
least  to  the  use  of  the  money  realized  from  the  order,  by  virtue 
of  his  marital  rights  as  husband.  This  is  a  clear  and  distinct 
interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit,  as  he  states  that  the  funds  are 
to  be  paid  over  as  soon  as  this  suit  is  terminated.  As  every 
sale  of  personal  chattels  implies  a  warranty  of  title,  the  conclu- 
sion is  inevitable,  that,  if  the  present  suit  goes  against  the 
defendant,  neither  the  witness  nor  the  mother  of  Champion  T. 
Stallings  gets  any  money  on  the  order  which  he  holds. 

8.  The  deed  or  declaration  of  revocation,  and  the  bill  of  sale 
by  Champion  T.  Stallings,  were  both  properly  admitted  in  evi- 
dence, as  tending  to  show  a  disavowal  of  the  act  or  deed  by 
which  the  plaintiflf  claims  title.  The  evidence  was,  that  this 
deed  was  made  whilst  Champion  T.  Stallings  was  a  minor  ;  and 
the  defendant  had  a  right  to  show,  that,  after  he  became  of  age, 
he  disavowed  the  act,  and  made  another  disposition  of  the 
property.  The  bill  of  sale  was  also  properly  admitted,  in  order 
to  show  title  in  the  defendant. 

4.  Neither  was  there  any  error  in  the  admission  of  the  release 
or  transfer  of  claim  of  William  J.  Stallings  to  the  defendant  in 
evidence.  This  testimony  tended  to  show  title  in  the  defendant, 
and  for  that  purpose  was  good  evidence  in  his  favor.  We  will 
not  now  pretend  to  say,  that  it  would  not  have  been  as  effectual 
for  defendant  to  have  shown  the  outstanding  right  in  a  part  off 
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the  property  in  William  J.  StalliDgs,  as  shown  by  the  will  of 
Traylor ;  no  BQoh  qnestion  is  presented.  As  abore  remarked, 
it  tended  to  show  title  in  the  defendant,  and  for  that  purpose 
was  properly  admitted.  We  see  no  estoppel  in  the  facts  of  the 
present  case,  as  disclosed  by  the  proofs,  that  would  prevent  the 
defendant  from  deriving  title  from  William  J.  Stallings,  when 
sued  by  the  present  plaintiff. 

5.  The  proof  offered  by  the  defendant,  as  to  the  claim  set  up 
by  William  J.  Stallings,  and  of  the  money  which  he  had  paid 
lor  his  claim,  was  proper,  because  it  tended  to  show  that  no  valid 
division  had  been  made  between  the  brothers,  of  the  bequest 
under  their  grandfather's  will,  and,  also,  because  it  was  in  reply 
to  proof  brouj^t  out  by  the  plaintiff,  to  the  effect  that  a  division 
had  been  made  of  the  property,  and  that  Wm.  J.  Stallings  was 
satisfied  with  it. 

6.  The  charge  of  the  court,  strictly  considered,  cannot  be 
sustained.  It  is  to  the  effect,  that  if  the  jury  believe  that  the 
deed  of  gift,  under  which  the  plaintiff  claims,  was  made  by 
Champion  T.  Stallings  whilst  he  was  a  minor,  and  that  the 
slave  in  question  was  the  issue  of  the  negro  named  in  the  will 
<^  the  grandfather,  William  Traylor,  as  a  bequest  to  Wm.  J. 
and  Champion  T.  Stallings,  then  tibey  must  find  for  the  defen- 
dant. This  charge,  thus  constructed,  excludes  from  the  minds 
of  tho  jury  the  idea  of  revocation,  or  disaffirmance  of  the  deed 
by  Champion  T.  Stallings,  and  also  the  consideration  of  Ae 
fact  as  to  whether  there  had  been  a  division  of  the  property  or 
not  between  the  brothers  Stallings,  legatees  under  the  will  of 
Wm.  Traylor.  Concede,  for  the  present,  that  it  is  the  law  that 
a  plaintiff,  in  the  action  of  detinue,  must  show  in  himself  the 
entire  legal  title  of  the  matter  or  thing  sued  for.  In  the  pres- 
ent case,  there  certainly  was  some  testimony,  tending  to  show  a 
valid  divimon  of  the  legacy  between  the  brothers,  enough,  in 
our  opinion,  to  have  warranted  the  court  in  having  left  the  fact 
to  the  jury  to  determine  whether  such  a  division  had  or  had 
not  taken  place.  The  division  of  those  negroes  between  the 
brothers,  by  Wm.  Stallings,  acting  for  himself  after  he  became 
of  age,  and  Jeremiah  Stallings,  the  father  of  Champion  T., 
aeting  for  the  latter,  then  a  minor,  was  such  as,  in  our  opinion, 
would  be  binding  upon  Champion,  until  he  dissented  from  it, 
more  especially  if,  af tor  he  becMie  of  age,  be  took  possession  of 
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the  sktves  set  apart  to  him  by  the  divisioD,  and  Msuraed  the 
sole  management  and  conlarol  over  them^  aa  the  pre«^  tmda  ^ 
show.  If  he  ehose  to  ratify  the  acts  of  his  father  in  hie  be- 
half, in  the  matter  of  the  divisioB,  it  was  not  for  William  J« 
Stailings  to  set  it  aside^  as  he  was  then  twenty-one  yeara  of 
age,  and  acting  for  himself.  It  was,  therefore,  a  matter  of 
fact  to  be  left  to  the  jury,  as  to  whether  or  not  Champion  T. 
Stailings  ratified  the  division,  which  his  father  had  made  for 
him,  with  his  brother,  of  the  negroes  named  in  the  bequest.  If 
hie  ratified  it,  then  the  legal  title  to  the  n^gro  in  qaeatioa  was  in 
him ;  if  he  disavowed  the  division,  then  the  legal  title  was  in  die 
two  brotiiters  jointly. 

The  same  ronarks  app^  to  the  deed  of  ^t  wder  which  the 
plaintiff  claims  title.  It  was  not  vdd,  but  voidable  leerely.  If 
it  was  disavowed  by  the  grantor  after  he  became  of  age,  then 
it  was  void ;  but  not  otherwise.  This  fact  should  also  have  been 
left  to  the  jury  in  the  charge  of  the  cQurt« 

Th^re  was  no  error  in  refusing  either  of  the  two  chargqs  re- 
quested by  the  plaintiff.  These  charges  seem  to  assume,  that 
there  was  something  in  the  fact  that  the  grantor  appeared  in 
open  court  and  acknowledged  the  deed  preparatory  to  its  r^is- 
try,  which  takes  it  out  of  the  general  rule  which  appertanw 
generally  to  deeds  executed  by  minors.  In  the  first  chaige 
asked,  it  is  assumed  that  the  in&nt,  so  appearing  in  i)pen  court 
and  acknowledging  it,  renders  the  act  irrevocable ;  and,  in  the 
second,  that  if  a  revocation  is  possible,  it  must  be  done  Mily  by 
appearing  in  open  court  after  notice  to  the  parties.  Such  are 
not  our  views  of  the  law,  in  either  aspect  of  the  case.  It  will 
be  recollected,  that  there  was  no  delivery  of  possession  when 
this  deed  of  gift  was  made ;  but,  on  the  the  contrary,  the  evi- 
dence tends  to  show  that  the  possession  remained  with  the  gran- 
tor down  to  the  time  when  he  executed  the  bill  oi  sale  to  die 
drfendant.  Any  act,  under  such  circumstaaees,  on  the  part  ef 
the  grantor,  by  which  he  shows  to  the  world,  after  he  beoomee 
,  of  age,  that  he  does  not  intend  to  be  bound  by  his  deed,  is 
all  that  the  law  requires  to  effect  the  revocation.  The  mle 
would  be  different,  in  some  cases,  if  possession  had  passed 
with  the  deed.  Then,  if  the  object  of  the  grant  wwe  land, 
an  entry  must  be  made,  before  ejectment  would  lie ;  and  if 
a  slave,  by  parity  ai  reasoning,  a  demand,  befoe  tmrer 
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Qoold  be  miHiitoio^d.  Bat  where  the  possfssign  r^SHti^i  wtb 
th»  ff^B^t^Tf.  U0(il  he  b?(H>me8  of  lawful  age,  all  he  would  b^ve 
to  do  would  be,  to  disavow  tbe  title  set  up  under  tbe  deed,  and 
b<4d  Ibe  property  a4verse]j  to  all  tbe  world.  The  coart|  in 
taking;  tiie  ack;QQwled|p^&t  of  the  deed,  does  no  judicial  act 
which  estops  (he  parties,  as  in  ordinary  judgments  with  the 
^aitiies  regularly  before  it.  Its  duties  are  entirely  ministerial ; 
ani  the  iiifaiit  appearing  m  open  court  to  make  the  acknowl- 
edgment, could  no  more  make  the  deed  irrevocable,  than  if  tbe 
deed  bad  been  acknowledged  beSwe  a  justici^  of  the  pei^e  or 
^tary  public.  In  both  cases,  the  acknowledgme9.t  is  inade  in 
the  mode  prescribed  by  the  statute ;  and  the  deed  becomes,  in 
tbe  one  eii^e,  by  the  act  of  acknowledgment,  as  irrevocable  ^ 
in  the  other,  and  no  more. 

For  tibe  errors  above  noted,  let  the  judg^^nt  oi  the  eowt 
below  be  reversed,  and  cause  remanded. 


BUSH  A  CO.  vs.  JACKSON. 

1.  la  ueampeit  for  a  breach  of  warranty  of  the  soundneas  of  a  slave,  plain- 
tiff olTered  in  evidence  the  deposition  of  the  physician  who  attended  the 
slave  in  her  last  alcknew,  whose  testimony  tended  to  prove  that  she  had  died 
of  ehrcBiio  pneomwiia,  haying  never  nioovered  f^m  aa  attack  of  amte 
pnsHBoaia  wiuch  she  had  had  before  the  sale;  in  ansvrer  to  the  intecrogatcffy, 
'*  State  anything  else  yon  may  know  which  will  benefit  the  plaintiff/'  the 
witness  answered,  "As  further  testimony  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  I  offer  the 
two  foUowHig  oases,  as  liaving  a  bearing  on  the  case  at  bar.*'  and  proceeded 
to  detail  the  hSstery  ef  two  oases,  whi^  he  bad  treateil.  of  •.  cut<'  pmrnaoaia 
beeoiBiiig  chNoic :  Held,  that  the  answer  was  not  admlsBiMe  ovidenca 

2.  megal  evidence  may  be  excluded,  on  motion,  at  any  stage  of  the  cause. 

Appsal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  PickeuB. 
Tried  before  tha  Hqu.  John  E.  Moork. 

E.  W.  Peck,  for  appellants. 
(tamORP  &  NjCOiSOK,  cmOra. 
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CHILTON,  C.  J. — ^The  appellants  sued  Jackson  in  assump- 
sUj  upon  a  warranty  of  soundness,  contained  in  a  bill  of  side 
of  a  negro  woman  slave  named  Phebe. 

Upon  the  trial,  the  appellants  offered  the  deposition  of  a 
physician,  Dr.  Peebles,  who  attended  Ibe  deceased  slare  in 
her  last  sickness,  tending  to  prove  that  she  died  with  chronic 
pneumonia,  and  that  she  had  never  recovered  from  an  attack 
of  acute  pneumonia  which  she  had  anterior  to  the  bill  of 
sale. 

After  expressing  his  opinion  vety  fully,  the  witness,  in  an- 
swer to  the  concluding  interrogatory,  '^State  anything  else  you 
may  know  which  will  benefit  the  plaintiff?"  proceeds  to  give 
the  history  and  symptoms  of  two  cases  of  pneumonia,  which 
he  had  treated,  bearing  some  resemblance  to  the  case  of 
Phebe.  This  the  court  excluded ;  and  the  refusal  of  the 
court  to  permit  it  to  go  to  the  jury,  is  here  assigned  for 
error. 

It  cannot  be  controverted,  that  the  opinion  of  medical 
men  is  evidence  of  the  state  of  a  patient  whom  they  have 
treated,  and,  so  far  as  the  science  will  allow  them  to  draw 
any  reasonable  or  probable  inference  from  the  condition  of  the 
patient  at  the  time  they  examined  him,  they  may  give  their 
opinion  as  to  the  past  condition  of  such  patient.  It  is  also 
very  clear,  that  they  may  detail  to  the  jury  the  facts  upon 
which  they  predicate  their  opinion  ;  but  it  does  not  follow, 
that  the  court  is  bound  to  allow  them  to  go  on  and  detail  the 
history  of  the  various  cases  which  they  may  have  treated,  of 
patients  afflicted  with  similar  diseases.  The  physidan^  in  the 
case  before  us,  does  not  say  that  the  cases  of  pneumonia, 
which  he  enumerates,  form  the  predicate  for  his  opinion  pre- 
viously expressed,  in  whole  or  in  part.  He  says,  the  cases, 
of  which  he  gives  the  history,  are  "in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs," 
and  "have  a  bearing  on  the  case  of  Phebe."  How  they  are 
thus  favorable — ^whether  as  furnishing  evidence  of  the  physi- 
cian's experience,  and  a  predicate  for  his  previously  expressed 
opinion,  or  as  distinct  original  testimony — is  not  stated.  It 
was  the  duty  of  the  party  offering  the  proof,  so  to  connect 
it  with  the  witness'  opinion,  if  it  could  be  so  done,  as  to 
show  that  it  constituted,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  basis  for 
his  conclusions.    It  is  not  permissible  for  this  court  to 
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indulge  intendments  adverse  to  the  correctDess  of  tiie  ruling 
of  tiie  "primary  court;  We  must,  therefore,  consider  it  in  tiie 
aspect  in  which  the  record  presents  it  as  showing  two  iso- 
lated cases  <tf  protracted  pneumonia,  and  in  this  aspect  it 
was  improper  ;  for  it  maybe  th^t  they  were  badly  managed, 
or  that  some  peculiarity  of  the  physical  system,  from  acci- 
dental or  constitutional  causes,  produced  the  result. 

Neither  was  it  necessary  to  more  the  exclusion  of  sucli 
proof  before  the  trial.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  in  any 
stage  of  a  cause,  to  exclude  from  the  jury  illegal  proof. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


SELF  t^.  EIRKLAND. 


.  AgBnibheetti8W«red,tiia«hewoiildiiaT6be«aiiideb^ 
in  a  larger  aaKmat  than  the  plaintiff's  jadgment,  but  before  the  service  of 
the  ganiflhiiieat  one  H.,  who  held  a  note  against  said  defendant  for  a  larger 
som  than  gamiahee's  debt,  proposed  to  seU  said  note  to  garnishee,  ^o  con* 
sented  to  take  it  to  the  extent  of  his  indebtedness  to  defendant,  the  amoont 
of  irUfihwas  not  then  ascertained ;  that  the  note,  wUch  had  been  mMald, 
was  to  bedeUTCted  to  him  when  found,  but  nothing  was  said  about  an  en- 
donement ;  that  the  note  was  endorsed  and  delivered  to  him  after  the  service 
of  the  garnishment,  the  endorsement  being  antedated  to  correspond  with  the 
agreement :  Beldf  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  Judgment  against  tte 
^  on  this  answer. 


ApffBAL  from  the  Oircuit  Court  of  Dallas. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Nat.  Cook. 

Job  Self,  haying  obtained  a  judgmmt  against  one  Lilly, 
caused  a  garnishment  to  issue  against  Kirkland,  as  his  debt- 
or. Kirkland  answered  as  follows :  ''  That  at  the  time  of 
the  service  of  garnishment,  to-wit :  the  latter  part  of  May, 
1852,  he  would  have  been  indebted  to  said  Lilly  in  the  sum 
of  $28  or  $30,  for  blacksmith's  work,  but  before  the  serrice 
'of  the  garnishment  one  Wm,  S.  HaU;  held  a  note  against 
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Wily,  ai^^  proposed  to  ^1  mi^  ^oute  to  gi^^nipimi  wM  fop^ 
saated  to  take  it  to  tbQ  ezt«E^t  of  i^Ik^.^  l^e  wgl^ll^  b^  tec(cib]^4 
to  BAi^  LUIj  on  settleoAOot,  tbe  ^moipni  of  whjph  iadeb^r 
Hess  ws^B  not,  at  that  time,  asperta^i^  or  l;9iawzi ;  tbftt  QaU 
W0UI4  btt^e  4eUvered  die  oote  at  tba  tim  of  th^  f^etm^^^ 
but  that  tli0  iKxtQ  was  ivi^Iaid,  and  he  wa3  wiabjla  to  find  i^  ; 
that  ipj^qa  fiadiag  U,  Hall  ^dprded  it,  ^d  ^ted  the  endorse- 
oieoiVbaQ]^  to  tb^  d^te  of.  tl^e  agr^ment ;  at.  the  twe  of  the 
agreemaat  iipthinK  was  s^d  about  eadorsemmti.  but  iha|^  tbff 
note  was  to  be  delivered  to  the  garniflhee  ;.  that  the  qpte 
remained  in  the  hands  of  said  Hall,  until  after  the  service 
of  the  garnishment,  when  the  same  was  handed  to  the  gar- 
nishee, and  then  endorsed  to  him,  which  endorsement  was 
made,  in  reality,  after  the  service  of  the  garnishment,  and 
was  dated  back  to  the  time  of  the  first  agreement/' 

On  this  answer,  the  plaintiff  asked  for  a  judgment  against 
said  Kirkland,  for  the  amount  of  his  judgment  against  said 
Lilly,  which  was .  a^Qut  ||^4  This  the.  court  refused,  and 
rendered  a  judgment  discharging  the  garnishee.  The  plain- 
tiff eacoepted  to  this  ruling  of  the  eowt,  aiid  he  aow  fU3sigii0 
it  for  error. 

Geo.  W.  Gayle,  for  appellant. 
Wii.  M.  M9i^*HT^  contra* 

LIGON,  J. — We  have  decided  heretofore,  that  no  jadg- 
eient  can  be  rendered  agaiu^t  a  ganiiifihee  on  his  answer, 
unless  he  distinctly  confesses  an  indebtedness^  or  skitw  fiicts 
from  which  an  indebtedness  to  the  defendant  in  the  judgment 
at  the  time  the  g€irnishm(»it  was.  served-uponhim  nmf  be 
clearly  inferred.— 3  Pot,  105  ;  t  Ala*  421 ;  ^  Aia.  312. 

We  have  also  decided,  that  if  the  garnishee,  after  service 
of  the  writ  of  gamtshment,  is  notified  tiiat  the  evidosoe  of 
his  indel^tedhesd  ie  the  defendant  in  the  juidKment  had  been 
transferred  to  aaother  before  saoh  servipe,  he  may  state  the 
fact  in  his  answer,  and  it  shall  protect  him  from  a  judgment 
on  the  garnishment. — 2  Ala.  117  ;  12  Ala.  594. 

But  it  has  never  been  held,  that  a  garnishee  may  shield 
himself  by  claiming  to  hold  a  demand  on  tho  dtfendwt  10 
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v^  ^M  T.  lBrklm<i. 

^        A»  jbdghhMti  in  wMtifr  ke  kad  Mt  the  l^gal  title  at  (he  time 

«t  ae  fienrioe  i^JT  the  writ  ef  gai^l^haK^t.    Wend  this  th^ 

^        km  J  it  trenldleKd  tb  ^cMfrtvtpt  fl^reementd  bettre^  hoMeM  ^ 

^        B^0et&Uto^  Ikfdiirt  himlvmt  ^efendbAts  ift  execntlmi,  and  the 

^        MMcM  «f  ifueh  defendants,  tvf  whieh  exeootory  Agreettents, 

\        iiuid0  wMamt  GOBBidmtlJGn,  b«<bre  the  servioe  of  ^amirii* 

/%S     ment,  maf  be  perfected  afterwards,  and  th«s  defeat  the  donft 

^^     JUe  jodgnieat  clreditor  in  the  ^lleetion  of  his  demand. 

A        III  Bostwidc  A  KirUand  v.  Beadb,  18  Ala.  80^e  held, 

IV  N     that  a  garnishee,  who  answered  that  he  was  indebted  to  tiie 

\  \      defendant  in  attachment,  bat  that  he  was  the  owner  of  a 

note  made  by  him  to  a  third  person  for  a  larger  amount,  and 

Whieh  had  been  transferred  by  delivery  to  the  gamishlBe  be- 

4  f      fore  service  of  garnishment,  was  but  an  equitable  holder  of 

the  note,  and  cenid  not  set  it  np  against  the  debt  for  which 

he  was  mmttnoned  as  garnishee. 

^  J         We  have  alee  held,  that  no  demand  is  salgect  to  be  reoov- 

1^      ered  bv  wHt  61  flrarnishment  ob  whioh  tiie  defendant  in  the 


<^  ^     jttc^ent,  who  is  also  the  creditor  of  garnishee,  oonld  not 


maintain  debt,  oryndd^itahu  asmmpsU. — 20  Ala.  9S4  ;  11  O. 
ms ;  18  Ala«  89.  The  process  of  gtonishment,  in  this  State, 
is  stHgtly  a  legal  Writ,  and  can  only  be  resorted  to  in  order 
to  readi  legal  lilibilities.  This  bdng  the  ease,  it  would  seetai 
to  ibUow,  HM  when  the  gwiiisfaee  seeks  to  exempt  himself 
S^^       ftevn  KabiHty  on  account  of  a  daim  whieh  he  h6lds  agalncft 

*  "^       the  defdndaht  ra  the  judgment,  such  claim,  in  (n*der  to  protect 

^  Mm,  must  be  a  good  legal  set-off  to  his  own  Indebte&ess — 
^O  Mdi  a  setoff  as  he  eonid  have  made  available  against  his 
\^       Creditor,  1^  tttelatt^  sued  him,  in  his  own  name,  on  the 

1  ^  day  on  which  the  writ  of  garnishment  was  served  upeii  him. 
i  *  lids,  ih  dor  6p^<m,  is  the  true  test  in  such  csetses ;  for  the 
)  )  Wfft  of  g^unmhk&ent  is  but  the  commencemeni  of  a  suit  at 
^^ « ^  law  ikgsbiCit  ttif^  ^nMee,.not,  indeed,  by  the  creditor  with 
^\       #1ahtt  he  wntraetM,  bufc^lby  bnie^on  whom  our  laws  confeir 

2  "^      Oe  right  tolbring>ttch  suit.— 16  Ala.  183. 

(  V  Let  us  try  the  indebtedness^of  the  garnishee  in  tbtt  ease 

» V       bj  4mm  Mes.    In  hls7to8wer,the  admits  that,  at  the  serVice 

*  ^  of  the  garnishment,  he  was  indebted  to  Lilly  in  a  larger 
; '  ^       sum,  (even  if  we  take  the  lowest  alternative  sum  which  he 

names,)  than  Lilly  owed  to  Self,  and  for  which  he  now  seeks 
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to  charge  Kirklaod.  Had  the  aneww  Bfa^ped  at  this  poiai, 
there  cooM  be  no  question  as  to  Self's  ri^t  to  a  judgment 
against  him.  But  he  seeks  to  discharge  himself  by  setting 
up,  as  an  off-set  i^ainst  Lilly,  a  note  due  to  o&e  Hak,  vhieb 
he  agreed  to  receive  before  the  service  of  the  garnishment, 
bat  which,  in  fact,  never  came  to  his  hands,  either  by  deliv- 
ery or  assignment,  nntil  after  that  event.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances,  was  it  a  set-off  in  his  hands  ?  Waiving  the  sus- 
picious circomstauces  which  surround  this  transaction  be- 
tween Kirkland  and  Hall,  as  they  are  disclosed  in  the  an- 
swer, such  as  the  antedating  of  the  assignment,  theoautioos 
manner  in  which  Kirkland  states  his  interest,  his  forbearii^ 
to  say  tiiat  he  paid,  or  was  to  pay  anything  for  it,  unless  it 
became  available  in  his  hands  against  his  indebtedness  to 
Lilly ;  waiving  all  this,  we  say,  still  he  docs  not  show  that 
the  legal  title  to  the  note  was  in  him  when  the  garnishment 
was  served.  At  that  time  it  had  neither  been  delivered  nor 
assigned  to  him,  and,  under  our  previous  decisions,  could 
not  be  an  off-set  in  his  hands  against  Lilly's  demand  in  a  di- 
rect suit  between  them. 

We  have  frequently  held,  that  an  off-set,  to  avail  the  defm- 
dant  in  a  suit  at  law^  must  be  due  and  owned  by  him  at  the 
service  of  the  writ  in  the  suit  in  which  it  is  pleaded. — ^White 
V.  Word,  adm'r,  22  Ala.  B.  442 ;  Harbin  v.  Levi,  6  ifr.  399 ; 
Cox  V.  Oooper,  3  ib*  256.  The  answer,  in  this  case,  clearly 
shows  that  Kirkland  had  not  iheUgal  inUresi  in  the  note  to 
Hall  when  the  garnishment  was  served  upon  him,  and  it  no 
where  appears  that  this  note  was  due  at  tiiat  time  ;  it  could 
not,  therefore,  be  allowed  as  an  off-set  in  the  hands  of 
Kirkland. 

The  answer,  when  stripped  of  all  that  relates  to  the  note 
of  Ball,  confesses  an  indebtedness  to  Lilly  in  the  sum  of 
$28  or  $30,  a  larger  amount  than  the  judgment  of  Self  v. 
Lilly  ;  and  we  think  the  court  below  should  have  rendered 
judgment  against  Kirkland  for  the  amount  of  Self 's  judgment 
against  Lilly. 

Let  the  judgment  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 
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AMASON  ET  Ah.  w.  NASH,  Jitdos  &c.  ^  g» 

1.  SsitiDftybebcoaghtoaaDadmlBistnlioii  bond, «!  the  optioD  of  the  par^ 
iq|ared  I7  ito  Iveach,  either  io  his  own  name,  or  in  the  neae  of  the  oUigee 
forlUense. 

2.  To  debt  St  bond  egalnst  an  administrator  and  liIs  sureties,  "  jointly  and 
•evmHy  defendants  plead  flillj  administered ;'  to  which  the  plainlfir  ^'de- 
ammd  to  diori  by  coomit :''  tfWtf»  that  the  plea  was  eqaiTaknt  to  a  Joint 
nd  sereral  plea  of  pUne  a^bniHiHravU,  and  was  j^ood  as  to  the  sorettes. 

3.  In  debt  on  an  administratioD  bond,  It  is  error  to  render  judgment  final, 
against  the  principal  and  his  sureties,  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury. 

Appbal  fitnn  the  CSroait  Court  of  Samter. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  B.  W.  Httmttngton. 

Drbt  on  an  administration  bond,  in  the  name  of  Prestcm  6. 
Nash,  Judge  of  the  Orphans'  Court  of  Snmter,  for  the  use  of 
Warren  HocAs  and  Cnllen  Hooks,  aji^atnst  Georg  eAmason  and 
his  sureties  on  his  official  bond  as  administrator  of  Thomas 
Amason,  deceased.  The  declaration  sets  out  the  bond,  and 
aDeges  the  reooyery  of  a  judgment  against  said  admmistrator 
by  said  Warren  and  Cullen  Hooks,  that  a  sufficiency  of  assets 
came  to  his  hands,  which  were  wasted,  fcc.  The  defendants 
demurred  to  the  declaration,  and  their  demurrer  being  overruled 
they  *^  jointly  and  seyerally  pleaded  folly  administered,  with 
leave  to  give  any  special  matter  in  evidence ;''  to  which  the 
plaintiff  ^'  demurred  in  short  by  consent.''    The  demurrer  was 

sustained ;  and  the  defendants  declining  to  plead  over,  judg- 
ment final  was  rendered  ageinst  them  for  the  amount  of  die 
judgment  described  in  the  declaration. 
The  errors  assigned  are:  1st,  the  overruling  of  the  demurrer 

to  the  declaration  ;  2nd,  the  sustaining  of  the  d«nurrer  to  the 

plea;  8rd,  in  rendering  judgment  final  without  the  intervention 

of  a  jury. 

T.  Rkavis,  for  appellants : 

1.  The  demurrer  to  the  declaration  should  have  been  foi- 
tibed,  on  the  ground  of  a  misjoinder  of  plaintifii.  The  jocife 
•ftlieOryliiM' Court  oboQld  not  have  been  joined,  but  tte 
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action  shoald  have  been  in  the  names  of  Callen  and  Warren 
Hooks  alone. — Clay's  Dig.  22  i ,  §  84.  This  question  was  not 
raised  in  the  case  of  Perkins  v.  Moore,  16  Ala.  9.  That  cast, 
therefore,  is  not  an  antbiority  against  the  {kihMm  iI0W  assiuned. 

2.  The  sareties  of  an  administrator  are  not  liable  beyond  the 
ffsaets  which  oome  to  his  hands^— Ciay^s  Dig.  S88,  ^  M.  The 
assets  may  be  consumed  in  the  payment  of  preferted  debts : 
^ucb  as  debts  due  for  the  last  sickness,  and  funeral^xpensea  of 
the  mtestate  (Clay's  Digest  192,  ^  2) ;  debts  due  the  State 
(Olay s  Dig.  246,  §  20) ;  debts  due  fot  tesea  (Clay'a  Dig.  6i6, 
^  52)  ;  and  debts  due  by  execution,  which  had  acquired  a  fien 
on  the  assets  in  the  lifetime  of  the  intestate. — ^^CoUingswortb  v. 
Horn,  4  Stew.  &  Port.  237  ;  Caperton  v.  Martin,  5  Ala.  217  ; 
Boyd  V.  Dennis,  6  Ala.  55.  The  failure  of  the  edmiDielrator 
to  plead  fully  administered  to  the  action  in  which  the  {daintilb 
recovered  their  judgment  against  him,  cannot  prejudice  his 
9«retie8»^^Clay'fl  Dig.  228,  ^  34.  But  they,  when  sued  upon 
the  edodnistration  bond,  may  plead  that  he  had  fully  adHiiniB- 
tered.— Randolph  V.  Singleton,  12  Smds.  &  Mareh.  439.  bi* 
4eed,  their  right  to  plead  this  plent,  results  from  tbek  exenp- 
tft^  from  liability  beyond  the  assets  received  by  the  adaiiiistra- 
tor.  The  demurrer  to  their  plea  of  plena  admimsirayii  was, 
therefore,  imprCFperly  sustained. 

8«  The  sureties  being  only  liable  for  the  assets  which  ^cauie  to 
the  hands  of  the  administrator,  it  was  necessary  for  the  f^ntift 
to  -prove,  and  for  a  jury  to  find,  that  he  had  received  a  -suflkieii- 
qy  io  pay  the  plaintiffs'  debt.  The  court,  therefore,  erred  in 
renderiag  a  final  judgment  without  such  proofs  or  the  v^^Uotef 
a  jury  ••^Thompson  v.  Searcy,  6  Port.  898 ;  Mill^  v.  Gee,  4 
Ala.  36» ;  Deaa.v.  Portis,  11  Ala.  R.  104  ;  Sims  v.  Naeh,  1 
How.  Miss.  R.  271 ;  Cogan  v.  Duncan,  28  Mies.  (Cnshaan, 
vol.  1),  274. 

BiASER  &  Ric£,  contra  : 

2.  The  words  "  fully  administered"  cannot  be  coa^ttued  er 
held  as  a  good  plea  to  an  action  of  debt  against  an  administrator 
and  his  sureties,  when  the  declaration  sets  forth  4ifate%6nd,  the 
Judgment  recovered  against  the  sdmiolstrfttor>  ilvmaw^yitteiit, 
i^viiffioi^ncy  of  auets  to  pmj  it,  and  the  waste  uAwOnmii^a 
^iktMlj  ft«w    Thnn'iaBo  eitet  ill  iQi«steu^g«deaiaiWlrto%ii^ 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TEEM,  1854.  281 

AwMim  8t  si.  T.  Ktsh,  Judge  fto. 

a  plea.  The  admimstnrtor  bsd  no  ti(^t  to  pikad  asy  siudi|ika.; 
md  bo  and  hia  oo-dofendanti  all  joined  in  pleadiag  theae  words 
^  f«iiy  administered."  Tkeoonrtiras  not  bonnd  to  separate. 
WoHsv.  Vanoe,8  Ala.  899. 

8.  Tbe  demnrrer  to  snoh  plea  bekoig  sustained^  and  leave 
given  to  defeodaats  to  answer  over,  aad  they  deelining  to  an- 
swer over,  although  in  oourt,  auid  not  demanduig  any  trial  by 
jury  or  any  inqniry  of  damages  by  a  jury,  there  was  no  error 
in  rendering  final  jndgaieBt  without  the  inter ventioa  of  a  jury. 
Sacb  eondoet  on  their  part  was  a  waiver  of  a  referenoe-of  my 
question  to  a  jury ;  and  they  cannot,  in  the  Appellate  Court, 
spring  the  objection  that  a  jury  did  not  oome,  as  they  did  net 
make  the  objectiim  bdow.  It  was  not,  however,  neeeest^ry  to 
call  a  jury. — McGehee  v.  Childress,  2  Stew.  506;  Clay 'a  Dig. 
325,  §  70 ;  HeUipp  v.  Otway,  2  Saund.  R.  107,  note  2 ;  4  Am. 
Com.  Law  Cases,  108  and  109  ;  1  Littell's  R.  211. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— On  the  part  of  the  appellant  it  is 
insisted,  that  tbe  action  should  have  been  brought  in  the  name 
of  the  injured  party,  and  that,  as  it  was  brought  in  the  name 
of  tbe  obligee  for  his  use,  the  demurrer  should  have  been  sus- 
tained. The  statute  (Clay's  Dig.  221,  §3),  it  is  true,  provides 
that  tlie  bond  may  be  put  in  suit  in  the  name  of  the  patty  in- 
jured; but  the  word  ^^  may,"  as  Aero  tised,  is  not  imperative. 
^rhe  object  of  the  statute  was,  simply  to  confer  upon  certain 
persons  the  privilege  of  suing  in  their  own  names ;  but  it  ie  a 
question  in  which  no  public  right  or  interest  is  involved,  or  in 
which  any  third  person  has  any  claim  de  jure,  that  tbe  power 
should  be  exercised.  It  is  entirely  discretionary  wkb  the  par- 
ties to  whom  the  privilege  was  ^tended,  whether  to  avaoi  them- 
selves of  it  or  not.— The  Newburgh  Tun^pike  Co.  v.  Miller,  5 
Johns.  Chan.  R.  112 ;  Malcolm  v.  Rogers,  5  Cow.  188 ;  Per- 
kins V.  Moore,  16  Ala.  9. 

But  in  overruling  the  demurrer  to  the  pleas,  the  court  erred. 
Tbe  pleas  and  demurrer  were  both  in  short ;  and  if  the  parties 
see  lureper  to  adept  that  mode  ef  pleading,  the  rlajagnagt^will  be 
fiarfy  and  libarall^  int«preted.~Jackson  v.  JaekflK)!^  7  Ala. 
791.  Under  the  influence  of  this  rule,  we  riigard  the  j^lei^duigs 
of  the  defendants  as  eqmvaleiit  to  joint  aodeevetal^pleap,  thftt 

tbe  adminiatmtar,  the  pmciiMiiA  the  bond,  iutidrfol^  9^11^ 
19 
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tered  the  assets  which  came  to  his  hsnds  ;  and  as  the  sureties 
were  not  liable  beyond  the  assets  (Clay's  Dig*  228  §  84 ;  Miller 
T.  Oee,  4  Ala.  859 ;  Dean  v.  Portis,  11  Ala.  104),  it  follows 
that,  if  he  had  fally  administered  them,  it  woald  be  a  good  de- 
fcDce  so  far  as  the  sureties  were  concerned.  The  court,  there- 
fore, erred  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the  several  pleas  of  all 
of  the  defendants  except  George  Amason. 

The  court  also  erred  in  rendering  judgment  final  wiihout  the 
mtervention  of  a  jury.  The  bond  alone  was  not  the  foundation 
of  the  action.  To  entitle  the  plamtiff  below  to  a  reooyery 
against  the  sureties,  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  establish  a  de- 
vastaoit  on  the  part  of  the  admmistrator ;  and  his  recovery 
could  not  exceed  that  amount. — ^Miller  v.  Oee,  supra ;  Dean  v. 
Portis,  supra. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


'^^  ORESWELL  AND  MONETTE  vs.   THE  COMM'RS' 
|iJ»-J^  COURT  OF  GREENE  Co. 

1.  Two  distinct  fintl  ordeni  or  decrees  of  the  Commissioners*  Court,  o&e 
establishing  a  road,  and  the  other  granting  a  license  to  keep  a  ferry,  can- 
not be  taken  to  the  Circuit  Court  by  one  writ  of  certiorari,  although  the 
ferry  is  a  part  of  the  road. 

2.  To  authorize  any  one  to  be  made  a  party  to  proceedings  before  the 
Oommissionflrs'  Court  for  establishing  a  road,  or  granting  a  ferry  lioenae, 
he  must  haTO  a  prirate  right,  as  an  indiyidual  proprietor,  which  he  can 
Tindicateby  suit ;  and  the  record  must  show  his  interest. 

EuEOB  to  the  Curcuit  Court  of  Greene. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  And&ew  B.  Moore. 

JoBN  C.  JoHVSOK  made  appfication  to  the  Commissio&ers' 
Court  of  Greene  for  the  establishment  cf  a  road,  and  also  for  a 
ferry  license ;  and  both  of  his  applications  were  granted.  The 
ttfder  establishing  the  road  is  as  follows : 

^^  It  appearing  to  the  isatis&ctioii  pf  the  court,  that  thirty 
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days'  notioe  of  the  application,  as  required  by  .livvr,'iiaYe  }}eea 
giren,  after  hearing  the  evidence  and  the  argument  4^  CQiffiflel, 
it  18  considered  by  the  court,  that  said  application  be  granted; 
that  the  report  of  the  jury  of  review,  appointed  ati  theh^t  4f6rm 
of  the  oonrt,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby^  ratified  aid  CQia&m^.9 
and  it  is  ordered  by  the  court,  that  the  road,  as  laid  out  fi£yd 
marked  by  said  jury  of  review,  be  established  as  a  public  road : 
that  is  to  say  (here  follows  a  description  of  th^  route  designa- 
ted, conunencing  on  the  east  side  of  the  Warrior  River,  and 
'^  running  in  a  north-  west  direction  to  the  said  river,  at  the  zpouth 
of  Big  Creek,  theTice  across  the  river,  and  along  the  highest 
point  on  the  west  bank  of  said  river  to  the  steam  mill  of  Jo^n 
C.  Johnson,"  &c.)  ^  upon  the  following  conditions  and  s.tipu]/^- 
tions,  that  is  to  say,  upon  the  said  John  C.  Johnson  entering 
into  bond,  with  good  security,  payable  to  the  judge  of  the  ]Pro- 
bate  Court  and  his  successors  in  ofSice,  in  the  sum  of  $10,0Q0, 
conditioned  to  cut  out  said  road  and  put  it  in  good  repair,  to 
funiish  twenty- five  good  hands  ten  days'  each  year  for  the  next 
five  years  after  said  road  is  opened,  to  work  on  said  road  on  the 
east  side  of  the  river  in  addition  to  the  hands  that  may  be  ap- 
pointed to  said  road,  if  necessary  to  keep  said  road  in  good  repair, 
and  to  pay  all  damages  which  may  be  assessed  to  private  individ'^ 
uals  in  consequence  of  the  said  road  running  over  their  lands*" 

The  order  granting  the  ferry  license  is  as  follows :     , ;    . 

^^  This  day  came  the  parties  by  their  attorneys,  and  it  ap- 
pearing to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  thirty  days'  notice, 
as  required  by  the  statute,  has  been  regularly  given,  and  after 
hearing  the  evidence  and  arguments  of  counsel,  it  is  coi^idered 
by  the  court,  that  John  C.  Johnson  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  au- 
thorized and  permitted  to  keep  a  ferry  across  the  Black  Warrior 
River  at  the  mouth  of  Big  Creek,  upon  his  enterioig  into  bond, 
with  good  security,  in  the  sum  of  $15,000,  conditioned  acoerdu^ 
to  Uw." 

The  plaintiSb  in  error,  on  their  application,  were  inade  de- 
fendants to  these  proceedings,  and  obtained  a  certiorari  after 
the  final  orders  were  made,^  removing  them  intoihe  Circuit  Court; 
suing  out  but  one  writ,  and  giving  but  one  bond*  The  circuit 
judge  dismissed  the  certiorari^  holding  that  the  record  did  not 
show  such  an  interest  in  the  petitioners  as  entitled  them  to  sue 
it  out«    This  judgment  of  the  cour^  is  poif  it3Sigue4  for  ejnpr/ . 
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Joto  W:  WoMAtK,  confm. 

PHELAN,  J.— ThSd  reoord  contains  two  distinct  finAl  orders 
or  decrees  <^  the  Commissioners'  Conrt  of  Ore^e  Ck>nn^f »  one 
HdtiH/BAmg  a  patec  road^  and  tiie  other  granting  to  J<^  C. 
J&mam  Hoense  to  keep  a  pnblic  ferry.  They  were  bronght  vp 
to  the  Cimut  Court  by  one  writ  of  certiorari^  where  a  motion 
iHblb  made  to  JUsiniss  the  writ.  This  motion  the  Circait  Court 
granted,  for  two  reasons .  first,  that  two  distinct  decrees  or 
jiidgments  #ere  united  in  one  writ ;  and,  secondly,  becanse  the 
||^titii6her8  for  the  writ,  Creswell  and  Monette,  were  not  shown 
by  ihe  record  to  have  any  such  interest  tts  would  authorisEe  them 
to  bd  heard* 

W^  ccmsider  both  grounds  well  taken.  There  are  two  final 
ju6(gikiehti  oir  decrees  of  the  Commissioners'  Court  cuntamedin 
this  iretoird^  6ti€  for  a  road,  and  another  granting  a  ferry  Keense. 
IHihOuIgh  Uie  ferry  may  be  intended  to  connect  the  two  ends  of 
tiiii  ^oad^  theact!6n  of  the  court  upon  the  two  matters  was  as 
distinct  iis  S  the  firry  had  been  in  a  diiferent  part  of  the  coun- 
ty. The  Citcuit  Court,  tiierefore,  very  properly  dismissed  the 
'miiarari  tor  tiSs  reason,  and  its  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 
2  Sfew.  16d ;  4  S.  &  P.  409 ;  6  Port.  208. 

In  the  secotiid  place,  we  hold,  that  tiie  interest  which  will 
ftutiiotite  any  oi^e  to  be  made  a  party  to  these  ph>ce3ding8  in 
We  Commissioners'  Court,  must  be  shown  by  the  record,  and 
must  be  an  interest  in  property — something  capable  of  individu- 
'al  ownerslup — and  not  a  mere  interest  which  the  parly  holds  in 
ciimmoh  inA  tiie  rest  of  the  commtmity.  It  must  relate  to 
Km  B(^p»arately  as  an  individual  proprietor,  and  exist  as  a  pri* 
ifttb  riglit,  which  be,  as  a  private  man,  may  vindicate  by  suit ; 
^tjtt  it  be  only  k  right  which  he  holds  in  common  with  the  rest 
of  tiie  community,  it  is  a  public  ri^t,  and  is  not  placed  by  tiie 
j|i61lfyi«f  iibe  Ikw  in  the  keepmgof  any))iivate  individual.— 
t%ei^  Is  im  6pen  mode  for  vindicating  such  rights,  but  this  is 
l^it  Altiiottgh,  tiidrtfore,  tMs  record  diiscloses  that  'Oreswell 
Jtti4  Monette  were  made  t>arties  to  thelse  proceedings,  'tiie  record 
dodi  tai  ihow  that  tiiey  bid  any  mter^t,  and  of  course  hSb  to 
lihotr  A^t  ihioy  had  sudb  ain  interest  as  would  give  tiiem  any 
ngAt^Vkm^ifiiiif^f    Fbr tUs rcMion, dso,  tile ccifforii^ 
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Amid  hwe  been  dismissed*  Qa  these  ponHs  see  11  Ab,245; 
i6  ib.  184;  la  lb.  694 ;  22  ib.  484. 

We  mast  here  dismiss  the  esse,  without  consMkriiig  the  aaiii 
qaestions  upon  whidi  oar  judgoient  is  e&cited,  both  by  the  w* 
gament  and  the  assigomeat  ef  errors ;  bat  weldeem  it  laoilpieu 
per,  as  a  general  rale,  not  to  hwourd  aa  opiniimy  whenitisa 
mere  opi&ioD  of  the  court  on  the  questioD,  and  does  not  settto 
the  law  of  the  ease. 

Let  the  jadgment  of  the  Cir^it  Coort  be  affirmed. 


107    !>60 


STEELE  t^.  MEALING. 

L    ABH>rtgAgeglveatoonefiiietyylbrliiBia4eniidliyag«xi^ 
ennrei  to  the  benefit  of  his  co^oretj ;  and  the  mortgagee  cannot  apply  the 
fbndfl  to  any  other  debt  than  that  specified  in  the  mortgage,  to  the  prejudice 
of  his  co-surety. 

S.  If  the  mortgage^  in  sneh  case,  contains  a  power  ef  sale  upon  defltnli  heink 
made  in  the  payment  of  the  debt,  and  the  mortigi^gee,  after  the  law  day  of  the 
deed,  pennits  t)ie  property  to  be  leyied  on  and  aold  far^  the  sheriflT,  nn^er  exe- 
cution against  the  mortgagor,  he  is  chargeable,  at  the  salt  of  his  coeuretj', 
witii  its  value ;  but  the  latter  must  allege  sneh  neglect  hihitbiU,  or  hecsaoet 
charge  the  mortgagee  with  it 

3w  The  mortgagor's  cotton  havrng  been  levied  on,  the  mortgagee  beeaiQC  sme^ 
on  the  replevy  bond,  and  the  cotton  was  delivered  to  the  inortgagor,  who 
Rbipped  it  to  Mobile,  where  it  was  sold  by  the  consignees,  and  the  proceeds 
were  applied  by  them  to  the  part  payment  of  a  debt  doe  to  thets  hy  the  metl- 
gagor,  on  whldi the  mortgagee  wassorety, and  whieh  waaeile  of  tho  dsMi 
secured  by  the  mortgage :  Held,  that  the  mortgagee  was  not  entitled  to  a 
credit  for  what  he  was  c<»ipeUed  io  pay  on  the  replevy  bond,  as  againsthto 
co-surety  on  the  other  mortgage  debts. 

4.  When  the  mortgagee  repudiates  his  trust,  and  oompels  his  oo«atty  to  fik  a 
Ull  against  him  to  eetaUifih  it  and  make  his  acooant,  ha  Is  n»t  eatf  tMU  ep 
Ihetiddngof  theae^Qont,  to  oonunisBioDsfbr  sailing  the  p^petl^. 

Ebboh  to  the  Ghanoery  Court  of  Lowndes. 
Heard  befoe  the  Hod.  J.  W*  Lssxavs* 

This  bill  was  filed  by  Jonathan  MeaBng  tgKWlDiYid  A* 
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Steele,  fitf  an  aocoantaDd  oontribntion  of  a  certain  Biortgag» 
fund  alleged  to  be  in  the  defendant's  hands  and  partly  claimed 
by  the  Gomplamant.  The  bill  alleges,  that  said  complunant 
and  defendant,  some  time  before  the  year  1845,  became  joint 
snoeties  of  one  A.  Borland,  on  a  note  for  $9004  14,  held  by  the 
Branch  Bank  at  Montgomery  (but  the  jrecord  nowhere  states 
the  date  of  this  note,  or  the  time  when  it  became  payable) ;  that 
said  Borland,  after  this  note  had  been  given,  executed  a  mort- 
gage to  said  defendant,  conveying  to  him  a  large  tract  of  land 
and  several  negroes,  more  than  enough  to  pay  said  debt,  as  an 
indemnity  against^ his  liability  on  account  of  said  suretyship ; 
that  judgment  was  afterwards  obtained  against  said  complain- 
ant on  said  debt,  and  he  has  been  compelled  to  pay  one  half  of 
it,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  $5044  49  ;  that  the  property  con- 
veyed by  said  mortgage  was  more  than  enough  to  pay  said 
entire  debt,  and  that  ilefendant  has  realized,  or  ought  to  have 
realized  from  it,  the  amount  of  the  debt.  The  bill  alleges,  that 
said  mortgage  enured  to  the  benefit  of  complainant,  as  co-surety 
with  defendant  on  said,  debt,  and  asks  contribution  and  an 
account. 

The  mortgage,  which  is  made  an  exhibit  to  the  bill,  purports 
to  have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  payment  of  a 
debt  of  about  $1,400,  due  to  said  defendant  horn  said  Borland, 
and  also  to  indemnify  him  against  his  suretyship  on  said  note 
for  $9004  14,  on  which  complainant  was  co-surety  with  him, 
and  on  another  note  for  about  $8,100,  held  by  Rives,  Battle  & 
Co.  of  Mobile  ;  making  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  liabilities 
secured  by  the  mortgage  about  $12,000.  It  gives  the  mort- 
gagee full  power  to  sell  the  property,  after  ten  days'  advertise  • 
ment,  on  default  being  made  in  the  payment  of  any  of  the 
secured  debts. 

The  defendant  answers  the  bill,  denying,  in  the  first  place, 
his  liability  to  account  to  complainant,  because  the  security  was 
made  to  himself  and  for  bis  benefit,  and  insisting,  in  the  second 
place,  that,  if  the  said  mortgage  enures  to  the  benefit  of  com- 
plainant at  all,  it  can  only  be  available  to  him  after  defendant 
has  been  reimbursed  all  moneys  which  he  has  paid  out  for  said 
Borland ;  that  the  account,  taken  in  thia  way,  would  diow  a 
considerable  balance  in  defendant's  favor,  and  the  complainant, 
Aereforsi  would  get  nothing. 
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The  case  was  brought  to  a  hearmg,  and  a  deereo  of  reflre&ce 
was  iBade«  in  which  the  foUowiog  priDCiples,  among  others,  were 
settled  :  1.  It  is  conceded,  that  a  debtor,  in  making  a  mortgage 
to  secure  the  payment  of  a  debt,  may  expressly  provide  for  the 
indemnity  of  one  surety,  to  the  ezclnsicm  of  a  co-surety ;  but 
such  preference  mnst  be  clear  and  palpable  on  the  face  of  the 
paper,  and  will  not  be  allowed  when  the  intention  to  make  it 
rests  upon  inference  merely;  that  no  such  intention  was 
expressed  in  the  present  case,  and  consequently  none  would  be 
inferred.  2.  That  the  defendant  was  a  trustee  for  complamaiity 
his  co-surety,  and  was  chargeable,  therefore,  as  such,  for  any 
loss  of  the  trust  estate  caused  by  his  negligence  or  mismanage* 
ment.  S.  That  the  defendant  could  not  apply  the  mortgage 
property  to  any  other  debts  than  those  specified  in  the  mort- 
gage,  to  the  exclufion  or  prejudice  of  complainant's  rights  to 
the  ifund.  4.  That  all  the  debts  specified  in  the  mortgage 
sland  npon  an  equal  footing,  including  the  debt  due  to  the 
Bank,  and  all  are  to  bo  paid  pro  rata  out  of  the  mortgage 
property. 

The  defendant  also  contended,  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  credit 
of  some  $1400  on  the  trust  fond,  which  was  denied  by  the  com^ 
phunant.  The  facts  in  relation  to  this  item,  appear  to  be  as 
folbws  :  Borland  had  a  quantity  of  cotton  on  hand,  which  he 
was  about  to  ship  to  Mobile,  when  it  was  levied  on  by  the  sher- 
iff of  Lowndes,  under  an  execution  in  his  hands ;  the  defendant 
became  surety  for  Borland  on  a  replevy  bond  for  the  forthcom- 
ing of  the  cotton,  and  the  cotton  was  thereupon  re-delivered  to 
Borland,  who  shipped  it  to  Mobile  to  Rives,  Battle  fc  Go. ;  the 
consignees  sold  the  cotton,  and  applied  the  proceeds  (about 
$2000)  to  the  part  payment  of  the  said  note  for  |S,100  which 
they  held  on  said  Borland,  on  which  defendant  was  surety ; 
the  defendant  was  compelled  to  pay  the  execution  under  which 
the  levy  was  made,  amounting  to  about  $1400,  and  he  insists 
that  this  amount  should  be  allowed  him  as  a  credit  on  the  mort- 
gage fund.  The  court  intimated,  in  the  decree  of  reference,  an 
o|niuon  against  the  allowance  of  this  credit,  but  reserved  the 
detmoaination  of  the  question  until  the  final  decree,  and  directed 
the  master  to  report  the  facts  specially  in  reference  to  this  trans- 
action.  The  final  decree  confirms  tiie  opinion  previously  inti* 
mated  in  the  order  of  reference* 
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The  master  reported,  that  the  fand  prodveed  from  the  mort- 
gage property,  for  which  ik^  defendant  was  liable,  amoonted  to 
$9dd8  10,  which  was  to  be  applied  pro  rata  to  the  several 
mortgage  debts ;  and  of  thie  amowit  the  complainant  was  enti- 
tltd  to  $87S8  66,  which,  with  the  interest  thereon  to  the  time  of 
stating  theacconnt,  amounted  to  the  sum  of  $6288  88.  To  the 
aocoant  as  stated  by  the  master,  the  defendant  took  the  follow- 
ing exceptions :  lat,  that  he  should  not  have  been  charged  with 
ten  of  the  mortgage  negroes,  which  were  sold  by  the  sheriff  of 
Lowndes  imder  execntions  janiiMr  to  the  date  and  record  of  the 
iQortgage ;  2nd,  that  he  should  not  have  been  charged  with  four 
od»r  negroes  which  were  sold  undar  similar  omramstanoes ; 
Srd,  that  he  ou^  to  have  /been  allowed,  as  a  credit  on  the 
mortgage  fond,  the  said  sum  of  $1400,  paid  by  him  on  aoeemit 
of  said  replevy  bond,  as  above  stated ;  4th,  that  he  was  entitied 
to  oommtssions  for  selling  the  mortgage  property,  which  the 
master  refused  to  allow  him*  These  exceptions  were  aU  over- 
ruled, and  the  report  confirmed ;  and  a  final  decree  was  rendered 
accordingly. 

The  errors  assigned  are :  Ist,  the  court  erred  in  rendering 
the  final  decree ;  2nd,  in  decreeing  that  the  delendant  should 
make  ccHitribution  to  the  compbinant ;  8rd,  in  charging  the 
defendant  with  the  value  of  the  mortgage  slaves  which  were  loet 
by  want  of  diligence ;  4th,  in  overruling  the  several  exceptiena 
to  the  master's  report,  and  in  confirming  said  report. 

Watts,  Judge  &  Jackson,  for  plaintifi'in  error : 

1.  The  mortgage  property  was  not  conveyed  for  the  payment 
of  the  debt ;  the  conveyance  is  to  Steele,  for  his  own  indemnity  ; 
Mes^Iing  takes  no  interest,  unless  there  is  a  surplus  after  paying 
Steele  what  be  has  paid  out.— Bell  v.  Lamkin,  1  Stew.  &  P. 
490 ;  Hodgson  v.  Hodgson,  2  Keene  704 ;  Moore  v«  Moore,  4 
Hfkwks  358 ;  2  £q.  Dig.  412,  §H  »»d  6* 

2.  But,  if  Steele  is  responsible  to  Mealii^  at  all,  it  is  only  on 
th^  principle  that  equality  is  equity,  or  that  co-snretitt  AM 
share  in  all  indemnities  received  by  either ;  and  Mealiiig,  there- 
fore, eA  vm^y  can  only  share  in  the  fund  actually  realiied  from 
the  mortgfige  property,  and  the  deCsndant  oug^t  not  to  have 
bdon  cha)rge4  mtk  the  value  of  the  negroes  sold  by  the  sheriff. 
Trustees  are  not  responsible  for  Iomcb,  unless  they  are  eMaecl 
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by  fnmAot  gross  negUgoope.  Steele  had  a  larger  interest  than 
any  other  person,  and  of  oourse  wonld  not  be  unmindful  of  it^ 
Thompson  y«  Brown,  4  Johns.  Ch.  627  ^  Franklin  v.  Osgood, 
14  i6.  660 ;  2  £q.  Dig.  407,  ^  18.  The  case  of  Steele  v. 
Brown,  18  Ala.  700,  is  wholly  unlike  this  case :  there,  Steele 
reeeiyed  ihe  indemnity  for  the  benefit  of  ail.  Steele  had  not 
pttid  a&y  c{  the  mortgage  debts  when  the  sheriff  sold  the  negroes, 
and  he  oeuld  not  reasonably  be  expected  to  assert  his  claim 
uttiil  he  had  be^  positively  damaged.  Besides,  the  facts  dis- 
ckMed  by  the  master's  report,  show  that  these  slaves  were  not 
lost,  but  were  only  sold  subject  to  the  mortgage.— Steele  v. 
Adams,  21  Ala.  604. 

3«  When  the  cott(m  whioh  was  sold  in  Mobile,  and  applied  to 
the  payment  of  the  debt  to  Bives,  Battle  &  Co.,  was  levied  on 
by  the  sheriff,  and  a  forthcoming  bond  taken,  with  Steele  as 
surety,  the  legal  right  to  the  cotton  was  in  him,  Steele. — Lang- 
den  V.  Brumby,  7  Ala.  64 ;  Kemp  &  Buckey  v.  Porter,  ib.  138. 
The  forfeiture  of  the  bond,  and  payment  of  the  debt  by  Steele, 
only  perfected  the  rig^t,  and  gave  him  a  priority  over  all  other 
claimants.— Mills  v.  Williams,  2  Stew,  and  P.  390  ;  Neff  v. 
Miller,  8  Barr  347.  Hence,  the  payment  to  Rives,  Battle  & 
Co.  out  of  this  cotton,  on  their  debt  secured  by  the  mortgage, 
was  a  payment  by  Steele  out  of  his  own  funds,  as  he  had  to  pay 
the  debt  to  the  sheriff  under  which  the  cotton  had  been  seized* 
Borland  took  the  cotton  to  Mobile,  with  the  intaition  of  selling 
it  and  applying  the  proceeds  to  the  execution  which  had  been 
levied  on  it ;  but  he  failed  to  do  so,  and  Steele  had  it  to 
pay.  Steele  should  be  allowed  the  benefit  of  this  payment  on 
aootfaer  ground :  he  who  seeks  equity  must  do  equity,  and  it  is 
certainly  equitable  and  just  that  he  should  be  allowed  the  ben- 
^ofit. 

I.  B.  Stone  and  J.  P.  Saffold,  contra  : 

1.  That  Mealing  is  entitled  to  contribution  from  Steele,  is 
established  by  the  following  decisions  of  this  court :  Steele  v. 
Brown,  18  Ala.  700 ;  Pinkston  v.  Taliaferro,  9  Ala.  547  ;  and 
2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §  499. 

2.  As  to  the  claim  for  a  credit  of  $1400  on  account  of  the 
money  paijl  on  the  replevy  bond :  The  case  of  Mills  v.  Wil- 
Hmus,  2  Stew.  &  ?•  394,  cited  for  plaintiff  in  error,  has  been 
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overruled  by  the  case  of  Morrison,  Givban  et  al,  v.  MtirVm,  6 
Ala.  797*  That  case  decides,  that  where  even  a  surety  pays 
a  judgment  upon  execution,  it  is  a  satisraction  of  the  judgment; 
^'  the  surety  is  not  entitled  to  keep  the  execution  open  for  his 
indemnity  on  paying  the  money.''  The  authorities  cited  to 
show  that  Steele,  by  becoming  a  surety  on  the  delivery  bond, 
acquired  a  right  to  the  cotton,  simply  show  that  the  surely,  as 
well  as  the  principal,  has  a  special  interest  in  the  proper^ 
levied  on,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  delivering  it  to  the  sheriff, 
and  protecting  it  against  junior  levies  and  third  persons ;  but  if 
he  suffers  the  defendant  in  execution  to  take  tlie  property  and 
carry  it  off,  he  loses  this  right.  The  claim  to  this  credit  seems 
to  be  founded  upon  the  idea,  that  by  a  fiction  of  law  Steele  shall 
be  considered  to  have  paid  the  money  to  Rives,  Battle  &  *  CSo. 
out  of  his  private  funds. 

3.  The  claim  for  commissions  for  selling  the  property,  is 
tantamount  to  a  claim  for  commissions  for  attending  to  his  own 
business  :  he  sold  the  property  for  his  own  benefit,  and  not  for 
Mealing,  who  is  only  incidentally  benefited  by  it. 

GIBBONS,  J. — From  the  best  examination  that  we  bare 
been  able  to  give  the  record  before  us,  we  can  perceive  no  error 
in  the  decree  of  the  Chancellor  below.  The  position  is  unde- 
niable,  that  where  a  moi  tgage,  or  other  security,  is  given  to  one 
of  several  sureties  for  his  indemnity  on  any  particular  debt,  it 
enures  to  the  benefit  of  all  the  sureties  to  that  debt. — 1  Story's 
Eq.  §499;  Steele  v.  Brown,  18  Ala.  R.  700;  Pinkston  v, 
Taliafero,  9  Ala.  547  ;  Bell  v.  Lamkin,  1  Stew.  &  P.  460.  It 
is  also  equally  clear,  that  where  a  mortgage  is  given  to  one  of 
several  sureties,  for  his  indemnity  against  certain  debts  therein 
specified,  such  mortgagee  cannot  apply  the  mortgage  funds  to 
other  debts  than  those  specified  in  the  mortgage,  to  the  preju- 
dice of  the  other  sureties,  to  whose  benefit  the  mortgage  secu- 
rity enures. —  Vide  authorities  above  cited. 

It  is  by  no  means  so  clear,  that  the  defendant,  Steele,  is 
liable  to  be  charged  in  the  account  for  the  fourteen  slaves  sold' 
by  the  sheriff.  Cole,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  sold  through 
the  carelessness  or  gross  negligence  of  the  defendant.  It  is  a 
fact  somewhat  singular,  that  we  are  unable  to  gather  from  the 
present  record  the  time  when  the  note,  on  which  both  the  eom- 
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pUuMmt  and  defendant  were  sureties  to  the  Branch  Bank, 
matared.  Tins  fact  appears  in  neither  the  bill,  answers,  nor 
proofs  in  the  canse ;  and  yet  we  oonsider  it  a  fact  material  to 
the  Bolntioai  of  the  qnestion,  as  to  whether  the  defendant  was 
gnihy  of  negligence  or  not.  If  the  sheriff  had  seized  upon  the 
mortgage  property  before  the  law  day,  the  defendant  could  not 
have  prerented  a  sale  by  the  sheriff,  unless  he  could  have  made 
out  a  case  for  equitable  relief.  In  the  absence  of  such  an  equi- 
table case,  the  sale  would  necessarily  have  to  be  submitted  to, 
subject,  however,  to  the  rights  of  the  mortgagee.  But  it  must 
be  recollected,  that  the  mortgage  to  the  drfendant  contains  a 
▼efy  ample  power  of  sale,  authorizing  him  to  sell  without  any 
appKoation  whatever  to  any  court  for  leave,  upon  short  notice, 
on  any  default  in  the  payment  of  any  of  the  mortgage  debts. 
If,  therefore,  After  such  default,  or,  m  other  words,  if  after  the 
law  day  of  the  mortgage  the  defendant  has  slept  upon  his  rights, 
and  permitted  the  property  to  pass  from  his  possession  and  con- 
trol, when  he  had  the  power  to  realise  from  it  by  simply  putting 
it  up  for  sale,  we  could  not  hesitate  to  pronounce  it  such  an  act 
of  negligence,  as,  between  him  and  his  co-surety,  would  chadrge 
him  with  the  value  of  these  slaves. 

But  we  are  precluded,  in  the  present  state  of  the  record,  from 
prosecuting  our  inquiries  upon  this  branch  of  the  master's 
report,  as  we  find,  on  a  careful  examination  of  the  bill  and 
answer,  that  it  is  entirely  outside  of  the  pleadings  in  the  case* 
We  find  no  all^ation  whatever  in  the  bill  of  gross  negligence, 
nor  any  charge  of  want  of  diligence  in  managing  the  mortgage 
property ;  and  in  the  absence  of  such  an  allegation,  it  was  erro^ 
neous  in  the  Chancellor  to  have  allowed  this  item  in  the  account. 
—  Vide  Ansley  V.  Robinson,  16  Ala.  793;  Graham  v.  Tan- 
kersley,  15  Ala.  634.  But  the  defendant  contends,  that,  even 
sapposing  that  he  is  liable  to  account  to  the  plaintiff,  he  is  enti- 
tled to  have  allowed  the  sum  of  $1400,  which  he  paid  on  the 
judgment  under  which  the  cotton  of  Borland  was  levied  on,  and 
afterwards  sold  in  Mobile  by  Rives,  Battle  &  Co.,  and  applied 
towards  the  payment  of  the  note  of  $3,100,  which  they  held 
against  Borland,  and  on  which  said  Steele  was  surety.  In  the 
master's  report,  the  $2000  for  which  the  cotton  was  sold  was 
considered  by  the  master  as  a  payment  ou  the  note  by  Borland^ 
and  oonaequently,  that  note  was  credited  with  that  amount,  and 
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the  balance  only  allowed  to  Steele  as  a  charge  against  the  mort- 
gage fand ;  whereas,  Steele  contends,  that  notwil^tanding  liiia 
was  paid  by  Borland,  or  by  his  cotton,  yet,  as  he  was  ihe 
means  of  sending  the  cotton  to  that  home,  by  means  of  his 
replcTy  bond  on  taking  the  same  from  the  hands  of  the  sheriiT, 
and  inasmuch  as,  in  oonsequ^ce  of  such  interference  mi  his 
part  and  such  leplevy  bond,  he  bad  the  sum  of  $1400  more  to 
pay,  therefore  he  ought  to  be  allowed  this  $1400,  as  a  credit  to 
him,  or  a  charge  in  his  favor  upon  the  mortgage  fands4 

This  proposition,  however  plausible  in  its  statement,  we  do 
not  tluidf-soifilSh  HtSPh^  proposition  would  be  much  more  tenable, 
if  th^&ets'faadSBhown'ihattiKe  liability  on  the  replevy  bond 
was  incurred  for  the  pirpose  of  sending  the  cotton  to  RiveSi 
Battl€l  &  Co.,  to  be  applied  as  they  afterwards  applied  it, 
Whether  or  not,  in  thiit  case,  the  position  of  the  defendant 
oenld  be  ihaintained,  we  do  not  now  decide.  But  the  iacts  tend 
to  show,  that  the  liability  incurred  on  the  replevy  bond  for  the 
cotton  was  a  mere  friendly  act  on  the  part  of  Steele,  to  prevent 
a  sacrrGce  of  the  cotton,  and  he  permitted  Borland  to  take  tiie 
same  to  Mobile,  with  a  view  of  converting  it  into  money,  with 
which  to  pay  off  the  very  debt  whieh  Steele  was  afterwards 
compelled  to  pay ;  but  the  deatii  of  Borland,  and  the  appHea- 
tion  of  the  funds  by  Rives,  Oattle  &  Co.,  without  the  dbrecticn 
of  any  body,  to  the  payment  of  the  note  which  they  held  against 
Borland  and  Steele,  show  that  the  liability  incurred  by  Steele 
was  one  in  addition  to  the  former  liabilities  already  existing  on 
account  of  the  said  Borland  without  any  reference  whatever  to 
the  mortgage  security ;  and  on  no  principle  of  equity,  ought  he, 
in  our  opinion,  to  be  permitted  to  bring  in  this  additional  liabiU 
ity,  thus  created,  to  share  pro  rata  in  the  mortgage  fund,  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  ec^plainant. 

Nor  do  we  think  the  court  below  erred  in  retueing  to  the 
defendant  commissions  for  selling  the  property.  He  certainly 
was  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  for  all  of  the  expenses  whieh  he 
had  incurred  in  executing  the  trust,  or  in  realising  from  the 
mortgage ;  but,  where,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  very  charac« 
ter  of  trustee  is  denied  by  the  defendant,  and  the  complainant 
is  compelled  to  bring  liim  into  court  to  fix  that  character  upon 
him,  even  if  under  other  e!rcuiQstances  he  would  have  been  enti> 
tied  to  commissionB,  the  bad  faidi  on  his  part  wonld  work  a  for- 
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feiiaire  of  such  compensalsoii.  As  to  trbether  a  trustee,  such  as 
the  mortgage  seearity  rendered  the  defendant,  tronld,  hi  any 
case,  be  entitled  to  commissions  by  way  of  a  per  cisntage  aUow- 
ance,  acting  in  good  faitb,  we  decide  nothing,  as  that  question 
18  not  presented. 

For  t3ie  error  above  noted,  in  charging  the  drfendant  with 
the  slaves  lost  by  his  gross  negligence,  the  decree  of  the  (Chan- 
cellor is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded ;  with  leave  to  the 
complainant  so  to  amend  his  bill,  as  to  enable  him  to  embrace 
the  question  of  care  and  diligence  on  the  part  otJke  defendant 
in  managing  the  mortgage  property,  if  ^^RB^^^^DN^and 
the  defendant  in  error  must  pay  the  co&if(Af!m^ovixt.^ 

(uw  scnooLl 


SAVAGE  &  DARRINGTON  vs.  WALSH  &  EMANUtL. 

1.  Wben  one  defendant  wiebes  to  revise  a  judgment  rendered  against  liiiiifielf 
jointly  wltli  otbers,  he  lias  tiie  rigiit  to  use  tlieir  names  for  tids  purpose ;  bat, 
if  they  ajre  unwilling  to  join  in  assigning  errors,  they  must  be  sammdned 
after  the  case  comes  to  the  Supreme  Court ;  and  on  their  failure  to  join  after 
such  summons,  an  order  of  severance  is  granted,  and  the  appellant  then  pro- 
secutes his  appesd  separately. 

2.  And  if  the  appellant  in  such  case  dies,  having  given  bond  with  security  to 
supersede  the  judgment,  the  suit  may  be  revived  in  the  name  of  lus  personal 
representative. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Clarke. 

MoTioir  to  abate  the  appeal,  for  causes  stated  in  the  opinion. 

F.  S.  Blount,  for  the  motion. 
R.  C.  To&EET,  contra. 

CHILTON,  C.  J.— The  judgment  in  the  court  below  was 
against  James  Savage  and  Darrington.  Savage  alone  sued  out 
the  appeal,  and  gave  bond  with  security,  as  required  by  the 
statute,  to  supersede  the  judgment.    After  the  cause  was 
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brought  to  this  court,  Savage  died ;  and  the  motion  now  is,  that 
the  suit  abate  by  reason  of  his  death. 

The  rule  which  has  long  been  established  and  recognized  by 
this  court,  is,  that  where  there  are  several  defendants  to  a  judg- 
ment in  the  court  below,  some  one  or  more  of  whom  desire  to 
revise  the  judgment  in  a  higher  tribunal,  and  the  others  are 
unwilling  to  join  them,  the  party  wishing  to  take  the  case  up 
has  the  right  to  do  so,  and  to  use  the  name  of  all  the  defendants 
for  this  purpose ;  but,  if  the  other  parties  are  unwilling  to  join 
in  assigning  errors,  they  must  be  summoned  after  the  case  comes 
to  this  court,  and,  on  their  failure  to  join  after  such  summons, 
there  is  an  order  of  severance,  and  the  writ  of  error  is  then 
prosecuted  by  the  plaintiffs  separately. — 1  S.  &  P«  253.  Since, 
by  the  Code,  appeals  are  made  to  supersede  writs  of  error  in 
civil  cases,  we  see  no  reason  why  the  same  rule  of  practice 
should  not  obtain. 

As  to  the  objection  that  the  suit  cannot  be  revived  in  the 
name  of  the  administrator  of  James  Savage,  the  appellant,  who 
has  died  since  he  sued  out  the  appeal,  we  think  it  cannot  be 
supported :  the  statutes  expressly  provide  for  such  oases. 

Nor  does  the  fact  that  an  appeal  bond  was  executed,  make 
any  difference.  It  is  settled,  that  should  there  be  an  affirmance 
after  the  suit  is  revived,  the  judgment  would  be  rendered  against 
an  the  parties,  but  as  against  the  administrator,  to  be  levied 
de  bonis  intestatisy  and  as  against  the  securities  of  their  own 
proper  goods,  &c. — Bancroft,  adm'r,  &c.,  et  al.y  v.  Stanton,  7 
Ala.  351. 

Our  opinion,  therefore,  is,  that  the  suit  in  this  court  may 
well  be  revived  in  the  name  of  the  appellant's  personal  repre- 
sentative ;  that  after  he  is  made  a  party,  and  the  suit  revived 
in  his  name,  Darrington  be  summoned  to  join  in  the  assignment 
of  error,  and,  on  his  failure  to  do  so,  the  administrator  proeoed 
on  his  separate  assignment. 

Motion  denied. 
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BENDALL'S  DISTRIBUTEES  vs.  BENDALL'S  ADM»R. 

1.  The  allowance  to  an  adminlatrator  of  a  credit  for  the  coet  of  a  tombstone 
erected  over  the  deceafled,  mast  depend,  in  each  case,  upon  the  value  of  the 
estate  and  the  desire  of  the  deceased,  as  expressed  by  him  orally  or  in  his 
will.  In  a  case  where  the  estate  amounted  to  about  $8,000,  and  was  be- 
queathed to  collateral  relations,  the  testator  leaving  neither  widow  nor  chil- 
dren, tbe^administrator  was  allowed  a  credit  for  $210,  the  cost  of  a  marble 
tombstone,  for  which  the  testator  had  expressed  a  wish. 

2.  An  administrator  is  not  entitled  on  final  settlement  to  a  credit  for  counsel 
fees  and  cost  paid  by  him  in  a  chancery  suit,  (which  he  had  instituted  f^ost 
the  legatees  to  restrain  them  from  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Probate  to 
compel  a  partial  settlement  of  his  administration,)  his  bill  having  been  dis- 
misBed  for  want  of  equity. 

3.  An  administrator  placed  certain  notes  in  the  hands  of  his  law  partner  for 
collection,  who  collected  some  of  them  by  due  course  of  law,  filled  up  writs 
in  other  cases,  (but  never  issued  them,  or  docketed  the  cases  in  court,)  and 
received  the  money  from  the  debtors  in  all  the  other  oases  without  suit.  The 
court  allowed  him  a  credit  for  two  and  a  half  per  ceni  on  the  entire  amount 
collected,  for  commissions  paid  to  the  attorney,  and  it  was  held  no  error  of 
which  the  distributees  could  complain. 

4.  An  adnunistrator  rij^tly  allowed  {in  this  case)  a  credit  for  $160,  the 
amount  of  counsel  fees  paid  by  him  to  two  attorneys  for  services  rendered  on 
his  final  settlement ;  the  value  of  the  estate  being  about  $8,000,  and  the 
distributees  contesting  many  of  his  accounts  and  vouchers,  some  of  which 
were  rejected. 

.5.  Also,  to  five  per  cent  on  the  amoimt  of  his  receipts  as  commisdons,  no 
wilful  default  or  gross  negligence  being  proved  against  him. 

&  If  an  administrator  wishes  to  discharge  himself  from  the  payment  of  inter- 
est, he  should  make  the  affidavit  required  by  the  statute  when  his  account  is 
stated  by  the  court  on  the  day  of  settlement ;  if  the  distributees  are  taken 
by  surprise,  the  court  may  continue  the  cause,  to  give  them  an  opportunity  to 
examine  into  the  facts  and  contest  the  affidavit. 

7.  The  stating  of  an  administrator's  accounts  is  the  act  of  the  court  ^  and  to 
enable  the  Supreme  Court  to  determine  whether  there  was  error  in  allowing 
any  particular  item,  the  bill  of  exceptions  must  set  out  all  the  evidence  in 
relation  to  it  which  was  before  the  primary  court. 

a  A  testator  bequeathed  to  his  brother  one^tzth  part  of  the  net  proceedB  of 
his  estate,  ''  to  him  and  his  heirs  forever;''  one-Bixth  to  one  of  his  sisters, 
'*  to  her  and  her  heurs  forever ;-'  one-sixth  to  the  only  daughter  of  a  deceased 
sister,  ^^  to  her  and  her  heirs  forever ;''  one-sixth  to  the  five  children  of  an- 
other deceased  sister,  "to  them  and  their  children  forever;"  one-uxthto 
another  sister,  <'  to  her  and  her  bodily  hehrs  forever ;"  and  one-sixth  to  the 
five  children  of  his  brother  by  hisfirstwife,  ''to  them  and  their  heirs  for- 
ever f  and  the  rendue  was  '<  to  be  equally  divided  between  my  [his]  heirs 
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heretofore  named  in  the  m  separate  divisionB :"  Held,  that  the  legacies  to 
the  two  asters  and  brothers,  they  having  died  before  the  testator,  lapsed,  and 
went  to  the  next  of  kin  under  the  statute  of  distribution. 

Eraoh  to  the  Court  of  Probate  of  Mftdiaon. 

On  the  final  settlement  of  the  estate  of  Jesse  Bendail,  de- 
ceased, by  William  H.  Moore,  his  administrator,  the  legatees 
and  distributees  excepted  to  several  rulings  of  the  court,  which 
they  now  assign  for  errtM*.  All  these  exceptions  will  be  readily 
uncterstood  from  the  opinion.  In  relation,  however,  to  the  tfiird 
exception,  as  to  commissions  paid  B.  T.  Moore,  an  attorney  at 
law,  for  collections,  it  should  be  stated,  that  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions expressly  declares  that  the  evid^oe  therein  set  out  ^^  was 
all  the  evidence  offered  on  this  issue." 

The  testator,  after  directing  his  just  debts  to  be  paid,  be- 
queaths to  his  brother,  Isaac  Bondall,  several  articles  of  iucon- 
siderable  value  and  one-sixth  part  of  the  net  proceeds  of  his 
estate  in  money,  ^*  to  him  and  his  heirs  forever ;"  to  his  sister, 
Sally  Anderson,  "  one-sixth  part  of  the  net  pi^ocecds  that  ts  not 
given  away  to  others,  to  her  and  her  heirs  forever;"  one-sixth 
to  the  only  daughter  of  a  deceased  sister,  £lisabeth  Zills,  "  to 
her  and  her  heirs  forever ;"  one-sixth  to  the  five  children  of 
another  deceased  sister,  Judith  Adams,  '^  t6  them  and  their 
children  forever,  to  be  divided  into  five  parts  firstly,  and  paid 
to  each  of  them ;"  one-sixth  to  his  sister,  Barbary  Jones,  ^^  to 
her  and  her  bodily  heirs  forever ;"  and  one-sixth  to  his  said 
brother's  (Isaac  Bendall)  five  children  by  his  first  wife.  The 
residuary  clause  is  as  follows :  ''I  now  leave  all  the  remainder 
of  my  estate  that  is  not  heretofore  given  away,  in  cash  and  ac- 
counts, in  the  hands  of  my  executors,  to  carry  on  my  law  suits, 
if  there  should  be  any,  and  all  other  business  belonging  to  my 
estate  unsettled,  and  their  expenses  to  be  borne  out  of  the  same 
money,  if  there  should  be  enough ;  and  the  net  proceeds,  after 
making  a  complete  settlement,  is  to  be  equally  divided  between 
tny  heirs  heretofore  named  in  the  six  separate  drvisiens,  by  my 
executors  hereinafter  named."  Isaac  Bendall,  Sally  Anderson 
and  Barbary  Jones  having  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  the 
<$oart  held,  that  their  legacies  lapeed,  and  went  to  the  next  of 
kin  under  the  statute  of  distribution. 
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C.  C.  Clay,  Jr.,  and  J.  W.  Clay,  for  plaintiffs  in  error  : 
I  •  The  credit  for  moneys  expended  aboat  the  tombstone  is  un- 
snstained  by  the  will  or  bylaw.  If  an  administrator  is  not  allowed 
a  credit  for  mourning,  apparel,  or  other  clothing  famished  the 
widow  and  children  of  a  deceased  man,  by  how  much  stronger 
reason  should  the  credit  claimed  be  disallowed  1 — Willis'  Adm'r 
V.  Heirs  of  Willis,  9  Ala.  384;  Griswoldv.  Chandler,  5  N.  H. 
492.  An  administrator  is  limited,  in  his  expenditures  of  the 
money  of  the  estate,  to  its  appropriate  business — to  the  pur- 
chase of  necessary  articles  that  actually  come  to  tho  use  of  the 
estate,  or  to  payment  for  necessary  services  rendered  it ;  and  this 
he  must  show  affirmatively. — Savage  v.  Benham,  11  Ala.  66, 
56 ;  Phillips'  Adm'r  v.  Thompson  and  Wife,  9  Porter  667. 
But  if  such  a  credit  is  allowable,  it  ought  to  be  regulated  ky 
the  station  of  the  deceased  in  his  lifetime,  his  style  of  living,  and 
the  size  of  his  estate.  The  credits  here  claimed  and  allowed 
amount  to  $210  88~-ueariy  4  per  cent,  on  the  distributable 
assets  of  the  estate.  No  evidence  was  offered  in  support  of  the 
credits,  save  the  declarations  of  the  testator,  which  were  objected 
to,  and  were  clearly  inadmissible ;  and,  if  admissible,  they  did 
not  support  tiie  charge  against  the  estate.  If  an  administrator 
may  exweise  his  discretion,  or  indulge  his  taste  in  such  expen- 
ditures, he  might  exhaust  the  assets  of  the  estate  in  erecting  a 
statue  or  a  mausoleum. 

2.  It  has  been  expressly  decided  in  Pennsylvania  and  South 
Carolina,  that  an  administrator  should  not  be  allowed  counsel 
fees  on  the  settlement  of  his  accounts,  in  a  contest  with  the  leg- 
atees.— Heister's  Appeal,  7  Barr  (Penn.  R.)  466,  459  ;  Vil- 
lard  V.  Robert,  1  Strobh.  Equity  R.  393,  409.  And  where  an 
administrator  neglects  to  settle  or  pay,  and  is  sued  by  creditors, 
or  cited  by  heirs,  and  employs  counsel  to  defend  him,  his  coun- 
sel fees  are  not  allowed.— Sterrett's  Appeal,  2  Penn.  420  ;  2 
Williams'  Ex'rs,  1141,  note  1 ;  North's  Probate  Court,  171. 
And  according  to  the  decisions  of  our  own  court,  to  entitle  him 
to  credit  for  couDsel  fees,  he  should  show  that  the  services  were 
requnred,  the  litigation  necessary  and  bona  fide  for  the  benefit 
and  dem  anded  by  the  necessities  of  the  estate. — 9  Ala.  900 ; 
i&.  737;  16i».  286;  Sib.  799.  The  suit  m  chancery  was 
against  the  legatees,  for  the  personal  benefit  of  the  adminiatra- 
U»^  and  not  demanded  by  the  necessities  of  the  estate,  or  in- 
20 
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tended  for  its  benefit.  The  bill,  too,  was  dismissed  on  demur- 
rer,  and  the  administrator  taxed  with  costs  de  bonis  propriis. 
12  Ala.  68.  The  contest  in  the  Probate  Court  was  between 
the  administrator  and  legatees,  and  the  latter  succeeded  in  re> 
ducing  his  credits  by  $297  ll,  as  the  account  shows.  It  is  not 
only  contrary  to  law,  but  to  reason  and  justice,  that  legatees 
should  be  made  to  pay  him  for  resisting  their  endeavors  to  ex- 
tort from  him  their  legacies,  and  for  expenditures  of  their  money 
for  his  personal  benefit.  The  probate  judge  endeavored  to  com- 
promise the  difference  between  the  legatees  and  administrator, 
by  allowing  him  credits  for  half  the  counsel  fees  paid  for  prose- 
cuting the  chancery  suit  and  maintaining  his  account  on  final 
settlement,  and  all  the  costs  of  the  chancery  suit.  But,  we 
can  conceive  of  no  mode  of  reasoning,  consistent  with  law, 
equity  or  common  sense,  by  which  any  compensation  to  the  at- 
torneys in  either  court,  or  the  costs  of  the  chancery  suit,  should 
be  allowed.  It  is  paying  the  administrator  for  abusing  his 
trust,  wasting  the  assets,  and  wronging  the  legatees.  The  only 
testimony  in  support  of  the  counsel  fees  and  costs  in  chancery, 
was  that  of  one  of  the  solicitors  employed  by  the  administrator, 
that  he  ^^  had  in  good  faith  advised  the  filing  of  said  bill ;" 
whether  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  the  deponent  saith  not. 

The  allowance  of  commissions  at  2,  per  cent,  for  payments 
to  B.  T.  Moore  for  collecting  the  debts  due  the  estate,  by  the 
same  rule  of  compromise,  is  equally  indefensible.  It  appears 
that  he  was  the  brother  and  partner  in  the  practice  of  law  of 
the  administrator ;  but  he  alone  collects  all  the  debts  due  the 
estate — amounting  to  near  ^7,000 — without  sumg  for  more 
than  $740  thereof,  and  without  going  out  of  the  county,  so  far 
as  appears  from  the  evidence,  without  any  effort  other  than  fil- 
ing two  or  three  writs  that  never  passed  into  the  sheriff's  bands 
and  never  were  filed  in  court.  There  was  no  proof  that  his 
services  were  necessary  y  or  that  the  administrator  could  not  col- 
lect in  the  same  manner.  The  general  rule  is,  that  he  must 
collect  the  debts  himself.— 2  Williams'  Ex'rs  1140.  There 
was  no  evidence  offered  in  support  of  the  credits  for  counsel 
fees  on  the  final  settlement. 

8.  It  is  admitted  as  a  general  rule,  that  an  administrator  is 
entitled  to  the  court  costs  attending  his  administration,  as  well 
as  costs  of  suits  iqstit^ted  by  or  ag^in^t  him,  as  admimstrator. 
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Bat  it  must  be  bona  fide  litigatioD,  (9  Ala.  737,)  snch  as  he  was 
led  into  by  the  necessities  or  interests  of  the  estate. — 16  Ala. 
228.  Costs  should  not  be  allowed,  where  he  misbehaves,  or  is 
negligent. — 2  Lomax  on  Ex'rs  501 ;  2  Wms.  on  Ex'rs  1258 ; 
16  Ala.  228.  Or  where  his  misconduct  is  the  sole  cause  of  liti- 
gation (2  Wms.  on  Ex'rs  1255) ;  or  where  he  necessarily  pro- 
tracts controversy.-^  Ala.  806.  Does  not  the  record  fully  sustain 
the  objection  to  allowing  the  administrator  costs,  made  before 
the  probate  judge?  Does  it  not  show  misbehavior,  negligence 
and  needless  litigation,  unnecessarily  protracted  1 — by  the  nu- 
merous citations  and  the  rule  nisi  for  an  attachment  served  on 
him  to  compel  a  settlement ;  by  his  appeal  to  the  Chancellor  to 
restram  the  legatees  frpm  compelling  him  to  settle ;  by  neglect- 
ing to  ascertain  the  names  of  those  entitled  to  distribution  (as 
he  admits  be  might  have  done,  in  his  own  bill  for  injunction) ; 
by  not  filing  a  list  of  the  distributees  till  the  day  of  the  decree 
against  him  for  distribution,  although  advised  by  the  affidavit 
of  his  predecessor,  the  first  administrator,  and  by  the  petition 
of  the  distributees  filed  years  before  his  final  settlement  (as  is 
shown  in  his  bill  for  injunction),  who  they  were ;  by  deferring 
even  a  partial  settlement  and  distribution,  and  never  coming  to 
a  settlement  until  compelled  nearly  five  years  after  the  grant  of 
letters  to  him  ;  by  paying  his  brother  and  partner  in  the  prac- 
tice of  law  five  per  cent,  commissions  for  collecting  in  the  same 
county  with  bun,  without  suit,  nearly  all  the  debts  and  distrib- 
utable assets  of  the  estate ;  by  wasting  tho  assets  in  needless 
litigation ;  by  imposing  on  the  counsel  of  said  legatees  the  task 
devolved  on  him  by  law  of  procuring  a  list  of  the  heirs,  and 
never  filing  a  list  of  the  heirs  till  the  very  day  of  settlement ; 
by  filing  an  account  that  does  not  in  many  items  distinguish  the 
principal  and  interest  collected,  or  show  when  collected,  and  that 
disables  the  legatees  from  learning  when  and  how  the  moneys 
were  paid  him.  At  all  events,  costs  for  citations,  the  rule  nisi^ 
and  the  cost  in  chancery,  should  not  have  been  allowed.  It  was 
like  paying  him  for  his  delinquencies. 

4.  Executors  and  administrators  are  entitled  to  just  and 
reasonable  compensation;  but  what  that  is,  depends  on  the 
circumstances  of  each  particular  case. — ^7  Ala.  617  ;  9  Porter 
667.  Compensation  may  be  refused  in  cases  of  wilful  defiiult 
or  gross  negligence,  cMsing  loss  to  the  estate.— 10  Ala«  914. 
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We  thmk  there  is   abundant  proof  of  eueb  default,  neglige noe 
anid  injury  to  the  estate  in  tihis  record,  as  above  seiibrth. 

5.  Prima  facie^  an  administrator  is  chargeable  with  intereat. 
He  may  discbarge  himself,  "  on  making  his  returns  to  oourt,'^ 
by  expressly  denying,  on  oath,  that  he  has  applied  the  funds  of 
f!he  estate  to'  his  o^n  trse.— Clay's  Dig.  198  §  28.  The  reMon 
why  he  should  make  the  oath  ^^  on  making  his  returns,"  is,  that 
distributees  may  have  notice  and  come  prepared  to  contest  its 
truth.  But,  when  allowed  to  make  the  oath  pending  the  eon- 
test,  they  are  surprised  and  unprepared.  But,  notwithstand' 
ing  he  make  the  oath,  he  should  be  charged  with  interest,  when 
guilty  of  laches. — 10  Ala.  911.  His  first  duty  is,  to  be  ready 
with  bis  accounts,  and  neglect  in  this  respect  is  good  ground  for 
charging  him  with  interest. — 1  Jac.  &  W.  140.  So,  wbe» 
guilty  of  such  acts  of  negligence  or  wrong  administration  av 
#ili  disappoint  claimants  and  dissipate  assets. — 10  Yerger  160^ 
The  statute  was  not  intended  to  protect  an  administrator  in  re- 
sisting a  settlement  of  his  accounts  for  years  and  keeping  the 
money  of  the  estate  lying  idle  all  the  time — by  swearing  he  did 
not  use  it.  Such  is  this  case,  as  the  account  will  show;  although 
interest  is  charged  on  some  items  up  to  a  few  months  before  set- 
tlement— on  the  larger  number  and  those  of  largest  amount,  no 
interest  is  charged  for  years  before  settlement. 

6.  The  Probate  Court  distributed  the  legacies  to  Isaac  Ben- 
dall,  Sally  Anderson  and  Barbary  Jones  (all  of  whom  died  in 
testator's  lifetime)  as  lapsed  legacies.  The  will  clearly  shows, 
that  the  testator  intended  that  they  should  not  lapse,  but  Uiat 
in  case  any  brother  or  sister  died,  his  or  her  children  should 
have  his  or  her  share.  That  such  was  his  intention,  is  shown 
by  his  giving  one-sixth  of  his  property  to  Polly  Zills,  daughter 
of  Elizabeth  Zills,  his  sister,  who  died  before  the  execution  of 
bis  will,  and  by  his  carefully  embracing  the  heirs  of  each  living 
trother  and  sister  in  the  respective  items  in  which  he  bestows 
legacies  on  such  brother  and  sister.  He  says .  ^^  I  give  to  my 
brother,  Isaac  Bondall,  one-sixth  part  of  the  net  proceeds  of  my 
estate  in  money,  ^^  to  him  and  his  heirs  forever  ;"  to  my  sister, 
Sally  Anderson,  ^^  one-sixth  part  to  her  and  her  heirs  forever;" 
to  my  sister,  Barbary  Jones,  ^^  one-sixth  part  to  her  and 
her  bodily  heirs  forever.''  He  manifests  a  purpose  to  divide 
his  estate  equally  ^mong  his  brothers  und  sisters,  cr  their  Uneml 
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representatives,  accordiDg  to  our  statute  of  distributions.  He 
makes  an  exception  in  favor  of  Isaac  Bendall's  children  by  his 
first  wife,  given  them  an  equal  share  with  any  brother  or  sister  ; 
probably,  from  extraordinary  affection  for  them,  or  the  appre- 
hension that  what  he  gave  his  brother  would  go  to  his  younger 
children  by  a  seoond  wife,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  others,  through 
her  influence.  Even  this  exception  shows  his  intention  that  the 
children  of  each  brother  and  sister  should  enjoy  his  or  her  share 
of  his  property.  Then,  in  the  13th  item,  he  says  t  ^'  The  net 
proceeds,  after  making  a  complete  settlement,  is  to  be  equally 
divided  between  my  heirs  heretofore  named  in  the  six  separate 
divisions,  by  my  executors."  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  he 
never  intended  any  legacy  to  lapse,  but  that  the  children  of 
each,  brother  and  sister  (who  might  die)  should  receive  their 
deceased  parent's  share.  By  this  construction,  the  property 
of  the  entire  estate  will  be  distributed  as  it  would  have  been  if 
there  had  been  no  will,  (except  the  one-sixth  given  Isaac  Ben- 
dall's children  by  his  first  wife),  and  thus  the  intention  of  the 
testator  made  to  harmonize  with  the  law  in  case  of  intestacy. 
Again ;  by  this  construction  equality  and  justice  will  be  main- 
tained; while,  by  that  of  the  probate  judge,  the  fortunate  chil- 
dren of  those  parents,  who  survived  the  testator^  not  only  re- 
ceive their  parent's  share,  but  divide  with  the  children  of  pa- 
rents, who  died  before  the  testator,  their  parent's  share. 

The  intention  of  testator  is  the  law  of  devises  ;  the  will  must 
be  favorably  and  benignly  expounded  to  carry  out,  if  possible, 
the  intention ;  and  so  rigidly  is  this  rule  enforced,  that  intention 
will  sometimes  prevail  against  the  literal  meaning  of  the  words, 
and  courts  will  even  supply  or  reject  words ;  and  the  general 
rule,  that  a  legacy  to  one,  who  dies  before  testator,  lapses,  may 
be  controlled  by  the  manifest  intention  of  the  testator,  that  the 
l^ocy  shall  not  lapse. — Ram  on  Wills  1,  (8  Law  Lib.) ;  2 
Williams  on  Ex'rs,  794,  760 ;  8  Port.  197.  The  intention  is 
gathered  from  the  whole  will,  and  the  intention  of  one  devise 
may  be  explained  by  another  devise  in  the  same  will. — Ram  on 
Wills  98  ;  Cook  et  d.  v.  Holmes,  11  Mass.  528 ;  8  Port.  887  ; 
21  Ala.  466. 


Briox£I«l  &  Cabahibs,  contra. 
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LIGON)  J. — On  the  settlement  of  the  estate  of  Jesse  Ben- 
dall,  deceased,  as  appears  by  a  bill  of  exceptions  in  this  record, 
the  legatees  took  several  exceptions  to  the  mliog  of  the  eonrt  in 
relation  to  items  of  the  account  current  of  the  administrator 
with  the  will  annexed,  as  it  was  stated  and  allowed  by  the 
court.  These  exceptions  we  will  consider  as  they  are  pre- 
sented by  the  record. 

1.  From  this  it  appears,   that  th^  administrator  presented 
three  receipts  as  vouchers  of  expenditure  by  him  for  and  on 
account  of  the  estate  of  his  testator,  which  were  objected  to  by 
the  legatees.     As  the  principle  upon  which  these  vouchers  stand 
is  the  same,  we  will  consider  them  together.    They  all  relate  to 
a  box  tomb  of  marble,  lettered  and  inscribed,  which  the  admin* 
istrator  caused  to  bo  erected  over  the  grave  of  the  deceased. 
The  whole  expenditure  for  this  purpose  amounted  to  $210  88. 
This  expenditure  may  well  be  classed  under  the  head  of  funeral 
expenses,  and  its  allowance  or  disallowance  must  depend  greatly 
upon  the  value  of  the  estate,  and  the  desire  of  the  deceased  in  refer- 
ence to  his  interment,  if  such  desire  was  made  known  by  him  be- 
fore his  death ;  and  it  would  make  no  difference  whether  this  desire 
was  included  in  his  will,  or  orally  imparted  to  those  around  him. 
The  principal  inquiry  should  be,  is  the  expenditure  for  this 
purpose  dispropoi  tioned  to  the  means  of  the  estate,  or  injurious 
to  the  interests  of  the  creditors  and  family  of  the  deceased  t 
Whenever  it  is  ascertained  that  the  estate  could  well  afford  the 
expense,  without  materially  affecting  its  funds,  or  injuriously 
affecting  the  interests  of  creditors,  or  of  those  who  are  to  take 
and  enjoy  it  after  the  death  of  the  testator  or  intestate,  there 
is  no  impropriety  in  allowing  the  administrator  a  credit  for  such 
expenditure. 

In  this  case  it  is  shown,  that  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  the 
administrator  amounted  to  nearly  eight  thousand  dollars ;  that 
there  were  but  few,  and  these  very  inconsiderable,  debts  exist- 
ing against  the  deceased,  and  neither  widow  nor  children  to  be 
provided  for.  The  estate  is  bequeathed  to  collateral  relations ; 
and  the  deceased  expressed  a  desire  that  his  remains  should  be 
deposited  in  a  marble  vault.  Under  these  circumstances,  the 
administrator  might  well  esteem  it  his  duty  to  make  the  expen- 
diture which  he  has  made,  and  there  was  no  error  in  allowing 
him  a  credit  for  the  sam  so  (spen4ed. 
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2.  The  two  next  exceptions  refer  to  the  allowance  by  the 
court  of  the  sum  of  $114  67,  the  amouDt  paid  by  the  adminis- 
trator to  two  policitors,  and  the  register  in  chancery  for  fees,  in 
a  certain  snit  in  the  Chancery  Court  commenced  by  the  admin- 
istrator against  the  legatees  of  the  estate,  in  which  the  bill  was 
dismissed  by  the  Chancellor  on  general  demurrer. 

The  facts  disclosed  by  the  record  in  relation  to  these  items 
are  as  follows  :  The  legatees  of  the  estate  applied  for,  and 
obtained  from  the  Court  of  Probate,  an  order  for  citation  to  the 
administrator  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  make  a  partial 
settlement  of  his  administration.  This  citation  was  served  on 
him,  but  be  failed  to  appear.  A  second  citation  was  issued, 
served,  and  disregarded  by  the  administrator.  On  the  return 
of  the  second  citation,  and  failure  of  the  administrator  to  appear 
and  obey  its  mandate,  the  counsel  of  the  legatees  applied  for 
and  obtained  a  rule  against  him  to  show  cause  why  he  should 
not  be  attached  for  contempt.  This  rule  was  served  upon 
him,  and  before  final  action  was  had  upon  it,  he  filed  his  bill  in 
chancery,  and  obtained  an  injunction  restraining  all  further  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Orphans'  Court,  in  reference  to  the  settlement  of 
tbe  estate,  until  the  matters  of  the  bill  were  heard  and  deter- 
mined by  the  Chancellor.  This  injunction  was  granted  by  a 
circuit  court  judge. 

The  gravamen  of  the  bill  was,  that  the  administrator  was  not 
prepared  to  make  settlement  with  the  Court  of  Probate,  because 
he  had  not  yet  ascertained  who  were  the  parties  in  interest 
under  the  will  of  Jesse  Bendall,  deceased,  or  their  places  of  res- 
dence,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  bring  them  before  the  Probate 
Court  in  the  manner  required  by  the  statute ;  but  he  admits 
that  he  had  not  used  all  the  diligence  which  he  could  have  used 
to  aceomplish  this  object.  When  this  bill  was  filed,  he  had 
been  in  the  oflSce  of  administrator  for  the   term  of  four  years. 

It  is  perfectly  apparent  from  this,  that  the  interest  of  the 
estate  did  not  demand  the  filing  of  this  bill,  nor  could  it  advance 
that  of  the  legatees.  We  think  it  clear,  that  an  administra- 
tor, in  all  litigation  concerning  the  estate  in  his  hands  the  ten- 
dency of  which  is  to  advance  its  interest^  or  to  protect  it  from 
injury,  is  entitled  to  counsel  at  the  expense  of  such  estate.  But 
we  are  unable  to  find  any  warrant  in  law  to  grant  him  this, 
when  he  engages  in  useless,  unnecessary,  or  vexations  litigation 
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concerniDg  the  estate  in  his  hftndS)  and  more  especially  when 
such  litigation  is  with  those  who  are  lawfully  entitled  to  the 
funds  he  withholds.— 9  Ala.  R.  900 ;  8  ib.  286 ;  7  Barr's 
(Penn.)  R.  455. 

For  these  reasons,  our  opinion  is,  the  Probate  Court  erred 
in  allowing  the  administrator  a  credit  for  any  sum  on  account 
either  of  solicitor's  fees  or  cost  in  the  suit  in  chancery. 

3.  The  next  item  in  the  administrator's  account,  to  the 
allowance  of  which  exception  was  taken  in  the  court  below,  is 
the  sum  of  $172  81,  commissions  paid  to  B.  T.  Moore,  an 
attorney  at  law,  for  collecting  $6884  42  of  debts  due  to  the 
estate  from  various  individuals.  The  bill  of  exceptions  sets  out 
some  proof  in  relation  to  this  item,  but  does  not  state  that  what 
is  thus  set  out  is  all  that  was  oflferred  in  reference  to  it  in  the 
court  below.  We  have  repeatedly  held,  that,  when  the  bill  of 
exceptions  does  not  cleaily  show  error,  all  fair  deductions  and 
inferences  will  be  indulged  by  this  court,  in  favor  of  the  correct- 
ness of  the  judgmait  of  the  inferior  court. 

Bearing  in  mind  this  wise  and  well  settled  rule,  we  will  pro- 
ceed to  examine  the  proof  set  out  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  so 
far  as  it  relates  to  this  assignment  of  error.  The  only  witness 
examined  in  reference  to  it  is  B.  T.  Moore,  the  attorney  to 
whom  the  money  was  paid.  He  deposes,  that  he  was  the  law- 
partner  of  the  administrator;  that  the  notes,  amounting  to 
$6884  42,  when  past  due  and  unpaid,  wore  handed  over  to  him 
for  collection ;  that  suits  were  regularly  instituted  on  two  of 
them,  and  the  money  collected  in  due  course  of  law ;  that 
against  three  others  of  the  debtors  writs  were  filled  up,  but  the 
cases  were  never  docketed  in  court,  nor  the  writs  in  the  hands 
of  the  sheri£f ;  that  the  money  in  these  instances,  and  in  all 
those  in  which  no  process  was  issued,  was  paid  to  him  by  the 
debtors,  and  by  him  paid  over  to  the  administrator,  less  5  per 
cent.,  the  usual  collecting  fee.  The  bill  of  exceptions  does  not 
negative  the  idea,  that  the  fact  of  placing  the  notes  in  the  hands 
of  the  attorney,  while  it  rendered  him  responsible  for  all  loss 
which  might  result  from  his  negligence  or  want  of  skill,  also 
tended  to  hasten  the  payment  on  the  part  of  the  debtors ;  for  it 
is  notorious,  that  notes  in  the  hands  of  an  attorney,  who  threat- 
ens to  sue  upon  them,  are  generally  more  prooiptly  and  readily 
paid  than  when  tbey  rvma  in  the  budi  of  the  creditor.    It 
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may  also  be  true,  that  the  attorney  put  himself  to  both  trouble 
and  expense,  to  see  the  debtors  and  make  the  collections.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  to  negative  this ;  and  without 
all  the  proof  upon  the  subject,  wc  are  unwilling  to  disturb  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below. 

The  mere  faot  that  the  administrator  and  B.  T.  Moore  were 
law  partners  at  the  time,  which  is  so  prominently  set  out  in  the 
bill  of  exceptions^  and  in  the  argument  of  the  attorney  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  is  wholly  without  weight  in  considering  the 
propriety  of  this  allowance.  We  have  already  decided,  upon 
fall  consideration,  that  allowances  of  this  character  may  well 
be  made  to  the  administrator  himself,  if  he  be  an  attorney, 
and  as  such  renders  necessary  legal  services  to  the  estate  -,  the 
judge  of  die  Probate  Court  decidbg  upon  the  propriety  lund 
reasonableness  of  the  charges. — Harriss  v.  Martin,  9  Ala.  R. 
895.  It  would  seem  to  follow  from  this,  that  there  would  be 
00  impropriety  whatever  in  the  employment  of  the  law  partner  of 
the  administrator  to  render  legal  services  for  the  estate,  and  in 
paying  him  a  just  and  reasonable  compensation  for  sudi  services 
when  rendered. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  persuaded,  that  there  is  no  error  in 
the  ruling  of  the  court  below  in  respect  to  this  item  of  the  account 
prejudicial  to  ih^  rights  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  or  of  which 
thqr  can  justly  complain. 

4.  On  the  final  settlement  of  the  court  below,  the  adminis* 
trator  procured  the  services  of  two  attorneys  to  attend  to  it  on 
his  part,  to  whom,  according  to  his  own  statement  of  the 
account,  be  paid  $150  each.  To  this  item  objection  was  made 
by  the  legatees,  and  the  court  reduced  it  one  half. 

We  cannot  say  that  this  was  error.  Many  items  of  the 
account,  as  it  was  rendered  by  the  administrator,  had  been 
assailed  by  the  legatees,  and  on  some  of  them,  as  we  have  seen, 
the  exceptions  were  not  well  taken.  Under  these  circumstan- 
ces, we  think,  the  administrator  was  entitled  to  counsel  for  his 
own  protection  in  the  rightful  discharge  of  the  duties  of  his 
trust ;  and  in  such  cases,  it  is  not  improper  to  charge  the  trust 
fond  with  the  payment  of  fair  and  reasonable  fees. 

We  oaonot  undertake  to  lay  down  a  particular  rule  oa  this 
subject,  which  should  govern  the*action  of  primary  courts  in 
e?«ryoMe.    Much  must  necessarily  be  left  totheionnd  di«- 
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cretion  of  those  courts,  both  in  relation  to  the  necessity  for  coun- 
sely  and  the  fees  which  should  be  allowed  to  them ;  and  on  both 
these  points  those  courts  must  look  to  the  circumstanoes  of 
each  case,  and  decide  accordingly.  For,  while  the  law  delights 
to  protect  an  honest  and  faithful  trustee,  and  will  shield  him 
from  the  attempts  of  beneficiaries  to  charge  him  wrongfallj)  it 
will  not,  on  the  other  hand,  allow  a  faithless  one  to  use  the 
money  of  the  trust  to  aid  him  in  carrying  on  an  unnecessary  and 
vexatious  litigation  with  the  cestui  que  trust,  arising  out  of  his 
own  bad  faith  in  the  use  and  management  of  the  trust  fund. — 
7  Barr  455  ;  1  Strob.  Eq.  R.  893. 

The  primary  court  should  also  be  careful,  to  see  that  no 
greater  number  of  attorneys  should  be  employed  than  the  neces- 
sity of  the  defence  of  the  administrator  or  other  trustee  may 
demand.  If  several  are  employed,  and  separate  fees  charged 
and  paid,  when  the  court  is  satisfied  that  a  less  number  woald 
have  been  suflScient,  the  charge  for  all  who  are  supernumerary 
should  be  disallowed ;  and  an  amount  which  would  be  a  fair 
compensation  for  his  necessary  defence  should  be  allowed  to  the 
trustee  out  of  the  trust  fund. 

5.  The  next  exception  is  to  the  commissions  allowed  to  the  ad- 
ministrator for  the  management  of  the  estate.  The  sum  so  allowed 
is  five  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  cash  which  came  to  his  hands. 

The  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Powell  v.  Powell,  10  Ala. 
R.  900,  in  relation  to  tlie  allowance  of  commissions  to  a  reason* 
able  extent  to  executors  and  administrators,  we  believe  to  be  the 
true  one,  and  such  allowance  should  never  be  refused,  ^^  except 
in  cases  of  wilful  default,  or  gross  negligence,  of  which  loss  to 
the  estate  has  been  the  consequence."  Nothing  of  that  kind 
has  been  made  to  appear  by  this  record,  or  is  even  insisted  upon 
in  argument.  The  continuances  of  the  settlement,  we  must 
suppose,  were  granted  for  sufficient  reasons  ;  and  the  record  is 
silent,  in  most  instances,  as  to  the  party  applying  for  them. 
To  grant  or  refuse  them  was  within  the  discretion  of  the  court 
below,  and  cannot  be  reviewed  by  us  ;  nor  can  we  look  to  them 
on  the  question  of  wilful  default  or  gross  negligence  resulting  in 
loss  to  the  estate,  for  which  alone  the  administrator  would  for- 
feit his  right  to  compensation.  The  sum  allowed  is  that  usnaliy 
given  in  such  cases,  and  there  was  no  error  in  making  the 
aUowanoe  to  him. 
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6.  The  next  exception  relates  to  the  refusal  of  the  conrt  to 
charge  the  administrator  with  interest  on  the  funds  in  his  hands. 

The  record  shows,  that  the  administrator,  on  the  day  cf  the 
final  settlement,  filed  the  affidavit  required  by  the  statute, 
(Ciay^B  Dig.  198  §  28,)  the  effect  of  which  is  to  discharge  him 
from  the  payment  of  such  interest.  The  plaintiffs  in  error  do 
not  contest  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit  made  by  the  adminis- 
trator ;  but  it  is  urged  that  the  court  erred  in  permitting  it  to 
be  made  at  the  time  of  the  final  settlement,  as  it  did  not  allow 
them  time  to  inquire  into  its  truth,  that  they  might  decide 
whether  they  would  controvert  it. 

By  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  1843  (Clay's  Dig.  229  § 
42),  the  judges  of  the  Probate  Court  are  required  to  examine 
the  accounts  and  vouchers  of  administrators  on  the  day  ap- 
pointed for  settlement,  and  state  the  same,  when  all  exceptions 
may  be  taken  and  heard. — Steele  v.  Knox,  10  Ala.  R.  608.  It 
appears  to  us,  that  this  would  also  be  the  proper  time  for  the 
administrator  to  discharge  himself  from  accounting  for  interest, 
if  he  has  not  used  the  funds  of  the  estate.  The  language  of 
the  statute  above  referred  to  (Clay's  Dig.  198  §  28),  that  "  in 
making  their  return  to  the  court,  they  shall  expressly  deny  on 
oath,"  &c.,  is  merely  directory,  and  would  not  prevent  the 
making  of  the  oath,  when  the  account  is  made  up  and  stated  by 
the  court.  If  the  legatees  were  taken  by  surprise  by  the  mak- 
ing of  the  affidavit,  and  desired  time  to  examine  into  the  facts, 
with  the  view  of  raising  an  issue  upon  it,  the  court  should  con- 
tinue the  cause  for  that  purpose.  No  suggestion  of  the  kind 
seems  to  have  been  made  in  this  case,  and  no  denial  was  offered 
at  the  time  the  oath  was  made.  Under  these  circumstances,  it 
was  not  error  for  the  court  to  act  upon  it,  and  the  result  of  that 
action  is  in  strict  conformity  to  the  requisitions  of  the  statute. 

7.  The  legatees  objected  to  the  manner  in  which  the  debit 
side  of  the  account  was  stated,  because  no  interest  seemed  to  be 
charged  on  some  items,  and  on  others  the  principal  and  interest 
are  so  blended  together  that  it  is  impracticable  to  separate 
them,  or  distinguish  between  them  ;  and  the  account,  as  stated 
by  the  court,  is  exhibited  to  establish  the  facts  relied  on. 

We  have  already  said,  that,  under  the  act  of  1843,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  Probate  Court  to  state  the  account  between  the 
administrator  and  the  estate  of  which  he  has  charge,  at  the 
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time  of  the  final  settlement.  The  account  thus  stated  is  the 
act  of  the  court,  and  is  the  result  of  evidence  furnished  by  the 
administrator  and  the  parties  in  interest  who  contest  the  accu- 
racy  of  the  return  of  the  administrator,  or  the  l^al  sufficiency 
of  the  vouchers  and  proof  presented  by  him.  To  enable  this 
court  to  review  the  account  thus  stated  by  the  court,  and  to 
decide  upon  the  correctness  of  its  items>  it  is  indispensable 
that  the  bill  of  exceptions  should  set  out  the  proof  which  was 
before  the-  court  below  with  respect  to  each  item,  and  which 
controlled  its  action  in  respect  to  them.  This  is  not  done  in  the 
present  record,  and  in  its  absence  we  must  presume  in  favor  of 
the  correctness  of  the  judgment  below,  and  in  this  respect  affirm 
it  here. 

8.  The  next  and  last  assignment  of  error  arises  out  of  the 
final  decree  of  the  court  below.  It  appears,  that  Isaac  Ben- 
dall,  Sally  Anderson,  and  Barbary  Jones,  three  of  the  legatees 
under  the  will  of  Jesse  Bendall,  died  before  the  testator.  The 
court  below  decided,  that  the  legacies  to  them  had  lapsed, 
and  proceeded  to  distribute  them  among  the  heirs  at  law  of  the 
testator,  as  in  case  of  intestacy. 

The  language  of  the  will  making  the  bequest  to  Mrs.  Ander- 
son is  :  ^*  I  give  to  my  sister,  Sally  Anderson,  one  sixth  part  of 
the  net  proceeds,  that  is  not  given  away  in  this  will  to  others, 
after  my  sale,  to  be  paid  her  by  my  executors  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, to  her  and  her  heirs  forever." 

The  words  "  of  my  estate,"  after  the  words  '*  net  proceeds," 
will  be  supplied  by  the  court,  as,  from  the  other  clauses  of  the 
will,  they  were  evidently  intended  to  be  used  by  the  testator. 
The  legacy  of  one-sixth  part  of  his  estate  is  given  to  five  other 
legatees,  including  Isaac  Bendall  and  Barbary  Jones,  in  the 
same  language  used  in  the  bequest  to  Mrs.  Anderson,  except 
that  the  words  ^^of  my  estate"  are  used  in  these  clauses  of  the 
will,  and  omitted  in  that  which  gives  the  legacy  to  her. 

It  if,  therefore,  too  clear  to  admit  of  any  other  constructioO) 
that  the  testator  intended  the  legatees  named  in  his  will  should 
take  their  several  bequests  in  their  own  absolute  right,  so  that 
their  children  have  no  claim  whatever  under  the  will.  It  is 
clear,  also,  that  the  specific  legacies  to  the  three  legatees,  who 
died  before  the  testator,  became  lapsed  legacies  ;  and  the  gen- 
eral rule  in  such  cases  is^  that  if  the  will  contain  ft  general  resid* 
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uary  clause,  which  is  the  case  here,  the  specific  legacies  which 
hare  lapsed  fall  into  the  residuam,  and  pass  to  the  residuary 
legatees. 

But  in  the  present  case,  we  arc  met  by  this  difficulty : 
the  same  persons  who  are  the  specific  legatees,  are  also  the 
residuary  ones,  and  are  each  entitled  to  one  sixth  of  such 
residuum. 

The  role  is  well  settled,  that  where  one  of  several  residuary 
legatees,  who  are  to  take  in  common,  dies  before  the  testator, 
his  portion  does  not  survive  to  his  co-legatees,  but  goes  to  the 
next  of  kin  according  to  the  statute  of  distribution. — 1  Roper 
on  Legacies,  340  ;  Peat  v.  Chapman,  1  Vesey,  Sr.,  541 ;  Bag- 
well V.  Dry,  1  Pr.  Wms.  700 ;  Owen  v.  Owen,  1  Atk.  494. 

The  case  of  Pago  v.  Page,  2  Pr.  Wms.  488,  is  nearly  iden- 
tical with  the  present.  There  the  bequest  of  the  residue  of  the 
personal  estate  was  to  six  persons,  to  each  of  them  a  sixth 
part ;  one  of  them  died  before  the  testator.  The  Lord  Chan- 
cellor said,  ^^  This  is  a  lapsed  legacy  as  to  one  sixth,  and  undis- 
posed of  by  the  will,  the  residuary  legatees  being  tenants  in 
common,  and  not  joint  tenants ;  and,  therefore,  ^e  legacy  shall 
not  survive,  but  go  to  the  testator's  next  of  kin,  according  to 
the  statute  of  distribution." 

This  case  has  been  constantly  followed  in  the  English  courts, 
except  in  the  case  of  Hunt  v.  Barkly,  in  which  Sir  Joseph  Jek- 
yll,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  held  difierently.  But  this  latter  case 
is  cited  and  repudiated  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  Owen  v. 
Owen,  supra. 

We  think,  therefore,  the  court  below  did  not  err  in  dispos- 
ing of  the  legacies  of  Isaac  Bendall,  Sally  Anders<m,  and  Bar> 
bury  Jones,  as  lapsed  legacies  to  which  the  next  of  kin  were 
entitled  under  the  statute  of  distribution. 

For  the  errors  heretofore  pointed  out,  the  decree  mu4t  be 
reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 
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MOORE  vs.   LEVERT. 

1.  By  the  common  law,  a  tenant  of  a  cXoug  is  not  bound  tu  fence  against  an 
adjoining  close,  unless  by  force  of  prescription ;  and  where  no  prescription 
or  agreement  exists,  the  legal  obligation  of  the  tenants  of  a4Joining  lands  to 
make  and  maintain  partition  fences,  dependfi  entirely  upon  statutory  pro- 
visions. 

2.  Our  statute  on  the  subject  of  iiarlition  fences,  (Clay's  Dige*»t  241  §  4,)  doeR 
not  restrict  a  tenant's  right  to  let  his  own  lands  lie  open  ;  he  being  respon- 
sible in  damages  for  his  cattle  breaking  into  any  gi-ounds  which  are  enclosed 
with  a  lawful  fence. 

3.  The  fact  that  some  panneLe<  of  the  defendaiitV  outside  fence  were  down, 
though  not  conclusive  evidence  that  his  lot  was  unenclosed,  is  nevertheless 
evidence  whose  weight  should  be  left  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury  in 
ascertaining  that  fact. 

4.  If  defendant's  lot  is  in  possession  of  a  ti^e^paioier,  or  of  one  claiming  title 
in  himself  or  a  third  person,  defendant  is  not  liable  for  the  ereotion  or  re- 
pairs of  a  partition  fence ;  but  if  he  consent,  as  owner,  to  the  erection  of 
the  fence,  and  it  is  made  by  the  adjoining  proprietor  upon  the  consent  thus 
given,  he  is  estopped  from  denying  his  liability. 

5.  In  an  action  to  recover  one-half  of  the  expense  of  »  pai*tition  fence,  the 
actual  interest  which  tho  parti o<>  have  in  the  fence  In  a  quefltion  which  cannoi 
arise. 

Error  to  the  Ciicuit  Court  of  Madison. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  A.  Walker. 

This  action  (Francis  J.  Levert  v.  Benjamin  T.  Moore)  wm 
commenced  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  to  recover  one  half  of 
the  cost  of  a  partition  fence.  Judgment  was  rendered  by  the 
^justice  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  took  the  case, 
by  appeal,  to  the  Circuit  Court.  The  plaintiff  there  filed  a 
declaration  containing  the  common  counts  in  assumpsit^  to  which 
the  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue;  and  judgment  was 
again  rendered  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  verdict  of  the  jury. 

On  the  trial,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  shows,  evidence  was 
introduced  tending  to  show,  that  defendant  was  the  owner  of 
the  lot  adjoining  plaintiff's  lot,  and  that  the  partition  fence  was 
erected  on  the  line  of  said  lots  ;  that  a  dwelling  house,  a  kitchen 
and  a  smoke  house,  were  on  defendant's  lot.  Evidence  was 
also  offered  showing  that  one  Thomas  Bibb  claimed  possession 
of  this  lot,  and  was  in  possession  of  it,  at  the  time  said  fence  was 
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erected ;  but  the  character  of  his  possession  or  claim  is  not  ex- 
plained  by  the  record.  It  was  proved,  that  some  pannels  of  the 
ontside  fence  around  this  lot  were  down  at  the  time  of  the  erec- 
tion of  said  partition  fence,  so  that  stock  could  enter ;  and  that, 
after  the  erection  of  said  partition  fence,  most,  if  not  all,  of 
said  outside  fence  fell  down,  or  was  taken  down,  and  so  contin  • 
ued  until  the  commencement  of  the  suit ;  but  there  was  no  evi- 
dence that  defendant  disclaimed  title  to  said  lot,  when  served 
with  written  notices,  or  when  addresseil  orally  by  plantiiff,  on 
the  subject  of  erecting  said  partition  fence.  Said  Bibb  testified, 
that  he  was  present  when  plaintiff'  and  defendant  had  a  conver- 
sation about  said  fence,  and  at  the  same  time  defendant  took 
witness  and  another  person  to  examine  and  see  if  said  partition 
fence  could  not  be  repaired.  * 

^^  The  defendant's  counsel  asked  the  court  to  charge  the  jury, 
that,  if  they  believed  from  the  testimony  that  the  defendant's 
lot,  adjoining  the  plaintiff's  lot,  wa^  not  enclosed,  but  open  and 
exposed,  at  the  time  of  plaintiff's  notice  to  build  said  fence,  and 
at  the  time  of  building  the  same,  then  they  are  bound  to  find  for 
the  defendant.  The  court  gave  this  charge,  but  added,  the 
fact  that  the  fence  was  down  in  two  or  three  places,  over  which 
stock  might  pass,  was  not  sufficient,  alone,  to  warrant  the  con- 
clusion that  the  lot  was  not  occupied,  unenclosed,  open  and  ex- 
posed ;  they  must  look  to  all  the  proof,  for  the  purpose  of  as- 
certaining whether  the  lot  was  not  occupied,  unenclosed,  open 
and  exposed. 

^^  The  defendant's  counsel  also  asked  the  court  to  charge, 
that,  if  the  jury  believed  from  the  testimony  that  said  lot  was 
in  the  possession  of  said  Bibb,  at  the  time  of  the  notice  given 
by  plaintiff,  and  at  the  time  of  the  building  of  said  fence,  then 
tiiey  mast  find  for  the  defendant.  The  court  gave  this  charge 
as  asked,  but  added,  if  i^ibb's  possession  was  a  mere  naked 
possession,  without  any  authority  or  control  over  the  lot,  his 
naked  possession  would  not  affect  the  plaintiff's  right. 

^^  Defendant's  counsel  also  asked  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury,  that;  if  they  believed  that  defendant  did  have  possession 
of  said  lot,  at  the  time  of  said  notice  and  the  building  of  said 
fence,  then  plaintiff  and  defendant  would  be  joint  tenants,  and 
plaintiff  could  not  maintain  this  action.  This  charge  the 
court  refused,  and  the  defendant    excepted  to  the  refusal. 
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aa  also  to  tbo  explanations  or    qnalifications    of   the    other 
charges." 

These  several  rulings  of  the  court  are  now  assigned  for  error. 

Samuel  D.  J.  Mooee,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

C.  C.  Clay,  Jr.,  contra  : 

1.  The  defendant  below  was  not  entitled  to  the  charge  first 
asked  by  him  and  given  by  tho  court.  It  was  abstract  -,  for  the 
only  testimony  offered  by  him,  as  to  this  point,  was  that,  ^'  at 
the  time  of  the  erection  of  said  new  partition  fence,  some  pan- 
nels  of  the  outside  fence  around  said  lot  claimed  by  him  were  down 
so  that  stock  might  enter."  The  qualification  of  the  charge 
was  proper,  lest  the  jury  might  infer  from  the  charge  given,  that 
some  pannels  being  down  relieved  defendant  from  his  obligation 
to  contribute,  which  was  not  intended  by  the  Legislature. — 
Clay's  Dig.  241  §  4.  A  careless,  dishonest  and  litigious  neigh- 
bor might,  at  will,  avoid  his  obligation  to  repair  a  partition  fence, 
by  throwing  down,  or  suffering  to  fall  down,  two  or  three  pannels 
of  his  own  outside  fence.  The  true  question  was,  whether 
Moore  had  abandoned  his  lot  to  the  public. — Clealand  v.  Wal> 
kcr,  11  Ala.  1066. 

2.  The  defendant  below  was  not  entitled  to  the  second  charge 
asked  by  him  and  given  by  the  court.  The  proof  shows,  that 
he  held  himself  out  to  plaintiff  as  owner  of  the  lot,  and  as  the 
one  to  whom  he  should  look  for  contribution  in  repairing  the 
division  fence,  and  that  plaintiff  acted  upon  his  admissions. — 
Hence,  he  is  estopped  from  denying  that  he  is  responsible  for 
repairs.— 1  Grecnl.  Ev.  249  §  207  ;  19  Ala.  435.  Again  ; 
Bibb's  mere  possession  of  the  lot,  at  the  time  indicated,  did  not 
make  him  liable  for  the  repairs,  which  were  of  a  substantial, 
lasting  character.  At  common  law,  a  tenant  from  year  to  year 
was  not  bound  to  make  such  repairs. — Chit.  Cout.  17,  n.  b, 
and  100,  n.  c,  d;  ti  Taunt.  301  ;  1  Marsh.  567.  Much  less 
was  a  tenant  at  will  or  sufferance.  The  statute  does  not  alter 
the  common  law  in  this  respect,  (see  Clay's  Dig.  241  §  4,)  as 
supposed  from  the  use  of  the  words  ^'owners  or  possessors. '^ 
Bat,  if  the  charge  asked  and  given  was  correct,  the  instructions 
added  were  necessary ;  tor,  surely,  ^'  a  mere  naked  possessioo, 
without  authority  or  control  over  the  lot,"  did  not  make  him 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TERM,  1854> Mt 

Moore  t.  Lereri. 

Hable  for  such  repairs,  which  the  jury  might  have  erroneoasly 
inferred,  without  the  instractions  added. 

8.  The  last  charge  asked  was  properly  refused.  PosseBsion 
of  the  lot  by  defendant  did  not  make  him  and  plaintiff  joint 
tenants  as  to  the  division  fence.  Unity  of  possession  alone 
made  them,  perhaps,  tenants  in  c«immon.  Unity  of  title,  time 
and  interest,  as  well  as  possession,  are  necessary  in  joint  tenancy. 
The  plaintiff  could  maintain  this  action.  The  statute  (Clay's 
Dig.  241  §4)  says :  ^^  tne  charge  of  such  division  fence,  so  far 
as  enclosed  on  both  sides,  shall  be  equally  borne  and  maintained 
by  both  parties."  The  same  statute  gives  a  summary  remedy, 
but  does  not,  expressly  or  impliedly,  negative  plaintiff's  right  to 
his  common  law  remedy.— Chit.  Plead.  163-4.  This  court 
recognizes  plaintiff's  right  to  his  common  law  remedy  in  con- 
struing this  statute  in  8  Ala.  495.  Anciently,  one  joint  tenant, 
or  tenant  in  common,  had  his  writ  de  reparatiime  fadendaj 
against  another  who  would  not  repair. — Fitz,  N.  B.  295, 878 ; 
1  Coke,  book  2,  chap.  26,  p.  200  b.  Assumpsit  has  superseded 
the  ancient  remedy. — 6  Cowen  475  ;  12  Mass.  70 ;  9  i&.  540 ; 
see,  also,  8  Kent's  Com.  487-8 ;  4  ib.  870-1. 

OOLDTH  W  AIT£,  J.— The  common  law  doctrine  in  relation 
to  partition  fences,  is,  that  a  tenant  of  a  close  is  not  bound  to 
fence  against  an  adjoining  close,  unless  by  force  of  prescription 
(Churchhill  v.  Evans,  1  Taunt.  529  ;  4  Met.  589)  ;  and  where 
00  prescription  or  agreement  exists,  the  legal  obligation  of  the 
traants  of  adjoining  lands  to  make  and  maintain  partition  fen* 
ees  depends  entirely  upon  statutory  provisions.  Our  statute 
(Clay's  Digest  241  §  4)  provides,  '^  that  where  any  neighbors 
shall  improve  lands  adjacent  to  each  other,  or  where  any  per- 
son shall  enclose  any  land  adjoining  another's  land  already 
fenced  in,  so  that  any  part  of  the  first  person's  fence  becomes 
the  partition  fence  between  them,  the  charge  of  such  division 
fence,  so  far  as  enclosed  on  both  sides,  shall  be  equally  borne 
and  maintained  by  both  parties."  It  was  not,  however,  the 
intention  of  the  Legislature,  to  restrict  the  right  of  the  tenant 
to  let  bis  own  land  lie  open ;  he  bemg  responsible  in  damages 
for  his  cattle  breaking  into  any  grounds  enclosed  with  a  lawful 
fence.— Clay's  Dig.  241  k  1- 

One  of  the  requisites  noQessary,  in  order  for  the  plaintiff*  be* 
21 
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low  to  maintain  bis  action,  was,  that  the  land  of  the  defendant 
should  have  been  enclosed  ;  and  although  the  fact  that  some 
pannels  of  the  outside  fence  were  down,  so  that  stock  could  en- 
ter, might  not  have  been  conclusive  upon  that  question,  it  was 
nevertheless  evidence  to  be  taken  into  consideration  by  the  jury 
in  ascertaining  that  fact.  The  qualification  to  the  first  charge 
was,  in  this  aspect,  erroneous,  as  it  asserted  the  proposition 
that  the  fence  being  down  in  two  or  three  places  was,  in  itself, 
no  evidence  that  the  lot  was  not  enclosed.  This  was  invading 
the  province  of  the  jury,  whose  duty  it  was  to  determine  upon 
the  weight  to  be  attached  to  evidence  of  this  character. 

The  qualification  to  the  second  charge,  also,  in  our  opinion, 
laid  down  the  law  too  broadly.  Bibb's  possession  must  either 
have  been  under  a  claim  of  right  in  himself  or  a  third  person, 
under  the  defendant,  or  as  a  trespasser.  Now,  if  the  charge 
regarded  him  as  a  trespasser,  which  we  suppose  from  the  lan- 
guage employed  it  did,  it  is  very  clear  that  the  actual  owner 
could  not  bo  made  liable  for  the  erection  or  repairs  of  the  fence ; 
for  the  reason,  that,  had  he  been  in  possession,  he  might  have 
left  the  lot  open  and  exposed.  The  same  reasons  would  apply, 
if  Bibb  was  holding  under  a  claim  of  right  in  himself  or  a  third 
person.  The  record  does  not  show  that  he  held  under  the  de- 
fendant, Moore,  and  we  do  not,  therefore,  consider  the  case  in 
that  aspect.  If,  however,  as  owner,  he  consented  to  the  erec- 
tion or  repairs  of  the  fence,  and  the  other  party  made  them 
upon  the  consent  thus  given,  it  would  be  a  clear  case  of  estop* 
pel  in  pais,  and  of  course  he  would  be  liable. 

In  the  refusal  to  give  the  last  charge  there  was  no  error.  To 
entitle  the  plaintiff'  to  recover,  as  we  have  already  said,  the  re- 
quisitions of  the  statute  must  be  pursued,  and  the  actual  inter- 
est which  the  parties  have  in  the  partition  fence,  is  a  question 
which  cannot  arise  in  an  action  of  this  nature. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 
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ISBELL  vs.  MAOLIN  et  al. 

L  A  will  contained  this  clause :  "  I  give  and  beqeath  to  my  half-siater  Ade- 
line (then  unmarried)  all  my  property,  of  whatever  kind  or  description,  pro- 
vided she  shall  survive  me,  under  the  following  conditions :  should  she  marry, 
and  have  lawful  issue,  tlien  said  property  is  to  go  to  her  and  her  heirs  ;  but, 
hi  case  my  said  half-sister  should  die  without  any  lawful  issue,  then,  and  in 
thai  case,  it  is  my  will,  that  all  my  property  should  go  fVom  my  said  half- 
sister  to  —  H.,  son  of  J.  H.,  now  living  in  Greenville  Co.,  Va.,  to  whom  I 
give  and  bequeath  all  my  property,  in  case  of  the  death  of  my  said  half-sister 
without  lawful  issue,  as  above  mentioned"  :  Held,  that  the  limitation  to — H. 
was  not  too  remote,  but  that  he  took  a  vested  interest  in  the  property,  on  the 
death  of  the  testator,  subject  to  be  defeated  by  the  performance  of  the 
conditions  annexed  to  the  bequest  to  said  Adeline  ;  that  said  Adeline's  estate 
became  absolute  on  her  nutrriage  and  birth  of  lawful  issue,  and  that  her  hu»- 
band,  on  the  birth  of  such  issue,  might  alienate  the  entire  property. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Talladega. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Robbrt  Dougherty. 

Detinue  by  the  defendants  in  error^  infants  who  sue  bj  their 
next  friend,  for  the  recovery  of  certain  slaves.  After  the  action 
was  commenced,  and  before  the  return  of  the  writ,  one  of  the 
plaintiff  died;  whereupon  his  death  was  suggested  on  the 
record,  and  plaintiffs  proceeded  in  the  name  of  the  survivors, 
but  defendant  reserved  the  question  of  their  ability  thus  to  con- 
tinue the  suit. 

The  plaintiffs  sue  as  the  children  and  lawful  issue  of  William 
J.  Maclin  and  Adeline  T.,  his  wife,  formerly  Adeline  T.  Qeath, 
and  claim  title  under  the  will  of  Alexander  W.  Heath,  which 
contained  the  following  clause  :  ^^  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my 
half-sister,  Adeline  T.  Heath,  all  my  property,  of  whatever 
kind  or  description,  after  all  my  just  and  lawful  debts  are  paid, 
provided  she  shall  survive  me  ;  upon  the  following  conditions  : 
should  she  marry,  and  have  lawful  issue,  the  said  property  is  to 
go  to  her  and  her  heirs  ;  but,  in  case  my  said  half-sister  should 
die  without  any  lawful  issue,  then,  and  in  that  case,  it  is  my 
will,  that  all  my  property  should  go  from  my  said  half-sister  to 

Harris,  son  of  Joseph  Harris,  now  living  in  Greenville 

County,  Virginia,  to  whom  I  give  and  bequeath  all  my  prop- 
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erty,  in  case  of  the  death  of  my  said  half-sister,  Adeline  T. 
Heath,  without  lawful  issue,  as  above  mentioned.'' 

This  will  was  probated  in  1838,  in  Madison  County,  Alabama. 
Said  Adeline  died  in  1849,  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit.  After  the  marriage  of  said  Adeline  T.  with  said  William 
J.  Maclin,  and  after  issue  bom  of  said  marriage,  the  said  Wil- 
liam J.  conveyed  said  negroes,  which  he  had  acquired  by  virtue 
of  his  marriage  under  said  will,  to  one  Rutledge  as  trustee,  for 
the  security  of  certain  debts  of  the  grantor.  The  negtoes  were 
sold  under  the  deed  by  the  trustee,  and  the  defendant  became 
the  purchaser. 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  in  eflfect,  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  recover  on  this  proof;  and  verdict  and  judg- 
ment were  rendered  for  them  accordingly.  The  defendant 
excepted  to  the  charge  of  the  court,  and  he  now  assigns  it  for 
error,  together  with  other  rulings  which  it  is  unneceflsary  to 
notice. 

The  case  was  argued  orally  at  the  bar,  by  Messrs.  White 
&  Parsons  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  Messrs.  Rice  &  Mor- 
gan for  the  defendants ;  and  after  the  delivery  of  the  first  opin- 
ion, a  re-argument  having  been  ordered,  written  arguments 
were  submitted,  from  which  the  annexed  briefs  are  condensed, 
presenting  only  a  summary  of  the  points  made  and  authorises 
cited. 

White  &  Parsons,  for  plaintiff  in  errror,  contended : 

1.  That  the  literal  construction  of  the  will  showed  an  inten- 
tion to  give  Adeline  T.  Heath  an  estate  in  fee,  rather  than  an 
estate  for  life  with  remainder  to  her  children. 

2.  Upon  the  legal  effect  of  the  will,  that  the  terms  ^^  her  and 
her  heirs"  have  a  known,  fixed,  legal  signification,  which,  in 
most  cases,  has  been  adhered  to,  even  though  it  oyertom 
the  manifest  intention  of  the  testator,  and  has  been  rejected  in 
no  case,  except  upon  the  most  manifest  intention  to  the  contrary. 
Shelley's  Case,  1  Coke's  R.  93  ;  Price  v.  Price,  5  Ala.  578  ; 
Morgan  v.  Jones,  1  Bro.  Ch.  206 ;  Hamner  v.  Smith,  22  Ala. 
440. 

8f  That,  even  though  the  estate  might  be  regarded  as  a 
remainder  in  the  children  of  Adeline  T.  Heath,  yet  it  is  also  an 
•state  by  dsseent ;  and  that  being  able  to  take  either  by  pnr^ 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


jAKtJARY  TERM,  1854.  817 

Isbell  V.  Maclin  et  nl. 

otmse  or  by  descent,  the  rule  is  inflexible  that  they  nnist  take 
by  descent. — Morgan  v.  Jones,  supra ;  Hamner  v.  Smitbi 
supra ;  Ewing  v.  Standifer,  18  Ala.  400 ;  4  Kent's  Com.,  m4 
p.  217. 

4.  That  the  children  of  Adeline  T.  Heath,  if  they  took  at  all 
other  than  as  beirs,  took  a  vested  remainder,  which,  immedi* 
ately  upon  her  having  issue,  was  executed  by  the  ancestor  in 
possession,  and  changed  her  estate  for  life  into  an  estate  tail  at 
common  law,  and  thus,  under  our  law,  vested  the  entire  estate 
in  the  first  taker.— 4  Kent's  Com.,  pp.202,  203,206,  207, 
210 ;  2  Black.  Com.,  m.  p.  151 ;  Darden  v.  Bums,  6  Ala.  865. 

5.  That  Adeline  T.  Heath's  estate  is  absolute,  subjected  to 
certain  conditions  ;  that  the  conditions  having  been  performed, 
the  restriction  is  gone,  and  the  estate  resumes  its  original  abso- 
lute nature  ;  that  the  instrument,  being  a  will,  must  necessa- 
rily take  effect  infuturoj  and  thus  the  condition  might  be  either 
precedent,  subsequent,  or  simultaneous  with  the  attaching  of 
the  estate ;  that,  as  a  matter  of  proof,  it  was  precedent  thereto, 
and  the  legal  consequences  attendant  upon  the  case  as  it  is  nec- 
essarily flow  from  it.— Lord  Stafford's  Case,  8  Coke's  R.  74  ; 
2  Black.  Com.,  m.  p.  151. 

6.  That  in  giving  to  the  term  '^  heirs"  any  other  than  its 
known  legal  signification,  the  court  would  depart  from  a  salutary 
and  established  rule  of  great  importance,  sanctioned  and  re- 
alErmed  by  numerous  decisions  of  our  own  and  other  courts. — 
Shelley's  Case,  1  Coke's  R.  88 ;  Morgan  v.  Jones,  1  Bro.  Ch.  i 
Price  v.  Price,  5  Ala.  578 ;  Ewing  v.  Standifer,  18  ib.  400 ; 
Hamner  v.  Smith,  22  ib.  438. 

Rice  &  Mokgan,  contra  : 

The  words  "  heirs"  and  "  lawful  issue"  are  not  used  by  the 
testator  in  their  technical  sense,  but  in  their  common  accepta. 
tkm ;  he  evidently  uses  them  as  synonymes,  and  as  descriptive 
of  the  objects  of  his  bounty,  viz.,  the  children  of  Adeline.  T. 
Heath  born  in  lawful  wedlock. — Moore  v.  Moore,  12  B.  Mon. 
666 ;  King  V.  Beck,  15  Ohio  569  ;  Shepherd  v.  Nabors,  6  Ala. 
636 ;  Williams  v.  Graves,  17  ib.  62 ;  Powell  v.  Glenn,  21  ib.; 
Cox  V.  Beltashoover,  11  Missouri  R.  142 ;  Evans  v.  Wells,  7 
Hwnph.  559  -,  Rives  v.  Frizzle,  8  Iredell's  £q.  B.  237. 

The  bequest  is  to  a  class  of  persons,  without  any  ipecifio 
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designation  by  name,  subject  to  increase  or  diminution  in  num- 
ber by  future  births  or  deaths.  The  time  of  distribution  is 
fixed  on  ^he  happening  of  a  future  event,  to- wit :  the  death  of 
Adeline  T.  Heath.  The  entire  interest  vests  in  such  persona 
only  as  at  that  time  fall  within  the  description  of  persons  con- 
stituting such  class.  Under  this  bequest,  the  first  born  lawful 
child  of  Adeline  T.  Heath,  at  its  birth,  took  a  vested  estate  ia 
remainder,  which  opened  to  let  in  other  children  to  the  estate, 
on  their  respective  births ;  and  such  vested  remainder  became 
a  fee-simple  absolute  in  the  children  living  at  the  death  of  their 
mother.— Williams  v.  Berry,  8  How.  (U,  S.)  R.  496  ;  Sater- 
field  v.  Mays,  11  Humph.  58 ;  Shepherd  v.  Nabors,  6  Ala. 
686 ;  1  Jarman  on  Wills,  pp.  295,  296 ;  1  Roper  on  Legacies, 
p.  71,  and  cases  there  cited. 

Adeline  T.  Heath  took  a  life  estate  under  the  bequest,  if  she 
survived  the  testator  ;  no  other  interest  or  estate  in  her  favor 
was  to  arise  on  any  other  condition.  The  terms  "  upon  the 
following  conditions,"  are  not  used  in  any  technical  sense,  but 
merely  to  show  that,  in  no  event,  was  said  Adeline  to  have  a 
fee  simple,  absolute  estate,  and  to  point  out  what  direction  the 
property  should  take  on  her  death  ;  in  other  words,  to  indicate 
who  were  the  cherished  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty  next 
after  her  ;  she  was  the  first  object  of  his  bounty,  her  lawful 
children  were  the  second,  and  Harris  was  the  third.  The  ulte- 
rior limitation  to  Harris  embraces  "  all  the  property"  of  the 
testator ;  and  this  fact  conclusively  shows,  that,  if  said  Adeline 
married  and  had  children,  which  were  extinct  at  her  death,  the 
property  should  go^/ra^n"  her  "/o"  Harris,  and  utterly  ex- 
cludes the  idea  that  he  intended  her  to  have  the  absolute  estate 
if  she  married  and  had  lawful  issue.  The  omission  of  the  words 
"  for  lif^'  in  the  bequest  to  her,  is  not  important  when  the 
intention  otherwise  appears. — McCroan  v.  Pope,  17  Ala.  612 ; 
Howe  v.  Fuller,  19  Ohio  51;  Reed  v.  Snell,  2  Atk.  642; 
Lampley  v.  Blower,  3  ?6.  397 ;  2  McCord's  R.  92  to  101. 

Although  a  woman  marries,  and  has  lawful  issue,  yet,  if  all 
such  issue  has  become  extinct  before  and  at  her  death,  she  dies 
*'  without  any  lawful  issue,"  as  much  so  as  if  she  had  never  had 
any  lawful  issue.  The  expression  "  dying  without  issue," 
when  used  in  a  will,  has  two  senses,  and  two  only  :  1st,  a  vul- 
gar sense,  viz.,  dying  without  leaving  issue  surviving  at  *  the 
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tune  ;  and  2nd9  a  legal  sense,  viz.,  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue. 
—Target  v.  G«unt,  1  Pr,  Wms.  432 ;  Hughes  v*  Sayre,,  ti. 
5d4 ;  Pleydell  v.  Pleydell,  ib.  748 ;  Atkinson  v.  Hutchinsoo, 
S  f6.  258  ;  Anderson  v.  Jackson,  16  Johns.  382,  436  ;  Jackson 
V.  Blanshaw,  3  ib.  292 ;  Jackson  v.  Chew,  12  Wheat.  153  ; 
Doe,  ex  dem.  Cadogan,  v.  Ewart,  34  £.  C.  L.  R.  194  ;  Hig- 
genbotham  v.  Rucker,  2  Call's  R.  313.  It  is  admitted  in  this 
oase,  that  the  expression  was  not  used  in  its  legal  sense,  for 
then  the  remainder  to  Harris  would  be  too  remote ;  and,  of 
course,  it  must  have  been  used  in  its  cpmmon  acceptation. 
The  right  of  Harris  is  not  restricted  to  the  case  of  her  dying 
without  ever  having  had  any  lawful  issue,  but  is  more  enlarged : 
the  property  was  to  go  to  him,  in  case  of  her  death  without  any 
lawful  issue  surviving  her. 

Four  incidents  belong  to  every  increase  of  an  estate  by  force 
of  a  condition  precedent,  to-wit :  1st,  a  particular  estate,  as  a 
foundation  upon  which  the  increase  of  the  greater  estate  shall 
be  built ;  2nd,  that  such  particular  estate  ought  to  continue  in 
the  grantee  until  the  increase  happens ;  3rd,  it  ought  to  vest 
at  the  time  the  contingency  happens,  or  otherwise  it  shall  never 
vest;  and,  4th,  the  particular  estate  and  the  increase  ought  to 
take  effect  by  one  and  the  same  instrument. — Lord  Stafford's 
Case,  4  Coke's  R.  (Part  VHI),  p.  75.  In  this  case,  the  sec- 
ond and  third  incidents  were  wanting. 

It  is  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  the  testator  intended  that 
the  very  issue  whose  existence  at  their  mother's  death  would 
exclude  Harris,  should  themselves  take  nothing  under  the  will- 
It  would  be  unnatural  for  the  testator  to  provide  for  Harris,  a 
stranger,  at  the  death  of  Adeline  T.,  and  yet  leave  her  lawful 
issue,  if  living  at  her  death,  unprovided  for  ;  and  an  unnatural 
construction  is  never  favored. — 2  Burr.  771 ;  8  Atk.  525  ;  8 
Murph.  31. 

I.t  is  a  certain  rule,  in  the  exposition  of  wills  especially,  that 
effect  shall  be  given  to  every  word — that  "  every  string  should 
give  its  sound."— Baker  v.  Giles,  2  Pr.  Wms.  280  ;  Edens  v. 
W^illiams,  3  Murph.  27  ;  3  Atk.  524  ;  2  Burr.  770 ;  12  Mass. 
447.  The  necessary  effect  of  the  construction  which  would 
give  Adeline  T.  Heath  a  life  estate,  to  be  enlarged  into  an  abso- 
lute fee-simple  estate  upon  her  marriage  and  birth  of  lawful 
iasae,  is,  to  entirely  expunge  from  the  will  the  important  words 
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'^  and  her  heirs. '^^  If  those  worda  are  to  have  no  meaning,  why 
were  they  inserted  7  The  expression  "  is  to  go,"  striking^ 
denotes  a  succession  of  possessors — the  transition  of  said  prop- 
erty to  the  first  person  named,  and  next  to  those  who  are  next 
described. 

The  construction  for  which  we  contend,  gives  effect  to  every 
word  in  the  will,  harmonizes  every  provision,  and  accords  with 
the  dictates  of  reason,  justice  and  nature,  and  with  rules  of  law 
sanctioned  by  the  wisdom  of  ages. 

GIBBONS,  J. — It  is  contended  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 

the  limitation  over  to Harris  is  too  remote,  and  therefore 

void  ;  and  this  limitation  being  void,  that  the  first  taker,  Ade- 
line T.  Heath,  (afterwards  Maclin,)  took  an  absolute  estate  un- 
der the  will. 

The  words  of  the  limitation  are :  ^^  but  in  case  my  said  half- 
sister  should  die  without  any  lawful  issue,  then,  and  in  that  case, 
it  is  my  will,  that  all  my  property  should  go  from  said  half 
sister  to  —  Harris,''  &c.  The  words  "  without  lawfui 
issuey'^  uncontrolled  or  unexplained  by  any  other  words  or 
expressions  in  the  will,  limiting  the  failure  of  issue  to  any  spe- 
cific time,  would  undoubtedly  be  a  limitation  Jtoo  remote,  and 
void  as  an  executory  devise.  This  was  the  doctrine  held  in 
this  court,  in  the  case  of  McGraw  v.  Davenport,  6  Porter  817. 
In  that  case,  certain  slaves  were  devised  to  two  of  the  daughters 
of  the  testator,  named  Louisa  and  Cynthia,  and  then  followed 
this  clause:  ^\0r  should  either  of  them  die  without  issue,  the 
other  is  to  get  the  whole  of  the  seven  negroes  andtheirincrease*^^ 
Heidi  that  each  of  tha  daughters  took  an  absolute  estate.  Also, 
in  Darden  v.  Burns,  6  Ala.  362,  the  testator,  after  devising 
certain  property  to  his  daughters,  adds  the  following  clause : 
^^  My  meaning  is,  the  heirs  of  my  daughters  above  named  are 
to  inherit  the  above  bequests ;  and  if  no  lawful  heirs  of  their 
bodies,  then  to  revert  to  the  family  estate :"  Held,  that  the 
daughters  took  an  absolute  estate.  Again ;  in  tho  case  of 
Machen  v.  Machen,  15  Ala.  S7S,  the  words  of  the  bequest 
were :  *'I  leave  to  Jane  Machen  two  negroes,  Tamar  and  Price, 
during  her  natural  life,  then  to  her  bodily  heirs.  If  there 
should  be  no  heirs,  for  said  negroes  and  increase  to  go  back  to 
tka  heirs  ?''  Held^  th»t  Jane  Machen  here  took  the  entirt  ett*t«. 
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In  Allen  v.  White,  16  Ala.  185,  a  beqnest  to  one  son,  in  trust 
for  another  son,  ^^  his  family  and  lawful  children^  which  he  now 
has  or  may  hereafter  have,  and  the  survivor  ofthem^  was  held 
a  limitation  too  remote,  and  the  first  taker  took  an  abaolate 
estate.  Also,  in  Standifer  v.  Ewing,  18  Ala.  400,  the  words 
of  the  bequest  were :  '^  I  lend  to  my  daughter  Ljdia  Standifer, 
during  her  natural  life,  five  negroes,"  &c.  "  These  fire 
negroes,  with  all  their  increase,  I  will  to  the  lawful  begotten 
heirs  of  Lydia  Standifer,  to  be  equally  divided  among  them  at 
her  death  :  Heldy  that  these  words  created  an  absolute  estate  in 
the  first  taker.  In  this  last  case,  however,  it  is  proper  to  re- 
mark, that  the  decision  is  not  placed  upon  the  ground  that  the 
limitation  was  too  remote,  but  that  the  word  ^^  heirs"  in  the 
bequest  was  to  bo  taken  as  a  word  of  limitation,  and  not  of  pur- 
chase ;  that  the  words  of  the  bequest  presented  a  case,  where 
the  persons  designated  could  take  both  as  heirs  and  purchasers ; 
and  applying  to  them  the  rule  well  established  in  such  cases, 
they  must  take  as  heirs,  and  not  as  purchasers. — 4  Kent's  Com. 
217,  and  cases  cited.  These  cases,  we  think,  sufficiently  show, 
that  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case,  in  all  cases  where  it  is  applica- 
ble,  is  now  established  in  this  State  as  a  law  of  property ;  too 
well  established,  indeed,  to  be  questioned  or  overruled  by  sub- 
sequent judicial  decision.  In  analogy  to  this  rule,  it  is  held, 
that  where  words  are  employed  by  a  testator,  which,  if  applied 
to  realty,  would  craate  an  estate  tail,  they  create  an  absolute 
estate  when  applied  to  personal  property. — 4  Kent's  Com.  227- 
But,  whilst  we  acknowledge  the  binding  force  of  the  rhle  in 
Shelley's  case,  and  entirely  concur  in  the  views  expressed  by 
this  court  in  the  cases  above  cited,  it  is  equally  true,  as  a  prin- 
ciple, that  the  intention  of  the  testator  must  be  regarded,  and 
carried  out,  if  consistent  with  the  law ;  and  the  whole  will  must 
be  examined,  to  see  if  it  is  an  indefinite  failure  cf  issue  which  is 
meant,  and  which  the  law  forbids,  or  whether  it  is  a  failure  of 
iasoe  at  a  particular  point  of  time,  which  the  law  sanctions.—- 
4  Kent's  Com.  228.  Courts  often  seize  upon  slight  circumstan- 
ces to  tako  the  caso  out  of  the  rule,  and  sometimes,  in  their 
avidity  to  avoid  what  appeals  to  be  a  severe  restraint  upon  the 
alienation  of  property,  according  to  the  supposed  wishes  of  the 
testator,  do  violence  to  sound  rules  of  interpretation.  Our 
▼i^w  it*  that  these  rules  should  be  honestly  applied  to  each  otst, 
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aa  it  arises,  and  if,  by  a  fair  construction,  it  can  be  gathered 
that  the  testator  meant  to  tie  up  the  limitation  to  a  particular 
point,  not  prohibited  bj  law.  that  intention  should  be  upheld  by 
the  courts ;  but  if  it  is  not  so  limited,  it  should  be  declared  void* 
In  Woodley  v.  Findlay,  9  Ala.  716,  the  words  of  the  bequest 
were :  ^^  I  lend  unto  my  grand-daughter,  Mary  Foster,  one 
negro  girl,  called  Little  Dinah,  during  her  natural  life ;  and  at 
her  death,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  said  negro  girl  and  her 
increase  to  the  lawful  issue  of  her  body  that  may  then  be  liv- 
ing, to  them  and  each  of  them,  share  and  share  alike,  their  heirs 
and  assigns  forever ;  but,  should  the  said  Mary  die  without 
lawful  issue,  then  to  go  to  her  sisters,  share  and  share  alike.'' 
Here  the  limitation  to  the  sisters  is  expressed  in  language  not 
unlike  that  employed  in  the  case  at  bar.  This  limitation  was 
held  good,  because,  says  the  court,  '^  it  is  evident,  the  testatrix 
contemplated  the  remainder  to  vest  in  them  (the  sisters)  during 
their  lives."  In  Dunn  v.  Davis,  1^  Ala.  135,  the  words  of  the 
bequest  wore :  ^^  I  give  to  my  daughter  Minna,  during  her  nat- 
ural life,  and  at  her  death  to  her  heirs  or  children,  my  negro 
man  Abram :"  Heldj  that  the  daughter  Minna  took  only  a  life 
eatate,  and  that  the  words  ^^  heirs  or  children"  were  words  of 
purchase,  and  not  words  of  inheritance,  (Goldthwaite,  J.,  dis- 
senting). Also,  in  Shepherd  v.  Nabors,  6  Ala.  636,  a  deed  was 
made  of  a  certain  negro  to  the  heirs  of  a  certain  daughter  of  the 
grantor,  bom  of  her  hody^  the  grantor  reserving  a  life  estate  in 
himself:  Hel^Wh^  good  as  an  executory  cTevhe,  and  that  thg 
heirs  ^  the  daughter,  born  of  her  and  living  at  the  death  of  the 
grantor,  took  under  the  deed.  In  Williams  v.  Graves,  17-  Ala. 
62,  the  words  of  the  limitation  were  :  '^  It  is  hereby  declared 
to  be  my  intention,  that  the  negroes  willed  and  devised  \o  my 
said  daughters  is  for  the  support  and  maintenance  qf  .the  heirs 
of  their  bodies  begotten  or  to  be  begotten  ;  if  either  of  my  said 
daughters  should  die  without  un  heir  of  iier  body  begotten,  the 
property  of  this  one  to  pass  off  and  become  the  property  of  the 
surviving  daughter  and  my  two  sons  and  their  heirs  ;  each  one 
to  have  an  equal  share  of  the  property  willed  to  the  daughter 
so  dying  without  heirs  :"  Held^  that  the  term  "  sxirviving*^ 
limits  the  meaning  of  the  words  "  die  without  an  lieirofher  body 
hegotteny^  to  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  first  taker.  So, 
in  Flinn  v.  Davis,  18  Ala,  182,  per  C.  J.  Dargan,  the  court, 
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however,  expressing  no  opinion,  where  a  testator  bequeaths  per- 
looal  property  to  his  daughter  and  the  heirs  of  her  body,  and 
if  she  dies  without  leaving  lawful  issue  from  her  body  then  over : 
Heldj  that  the  word  ^*  leavfng^^  limited  the  meaning  of  the  words 
^^  issue  from  her  body, ^^  to  issue  living  at  her  death,  and  the 
limitation  was  good  as  an  executory  devise. 

We  have  cited  the  latter  class  of  cases,  to  show  that,  in  ref* 
erence  to  wills,  it  is  a  rule  of  construction  in  this  court,  to 
examine  the  instrument,  and  if  it  can  be  fairly  gathered  from 
the  expressions  used  by  the  testator,  that  he  intended  a  definite 
limitation  within  what  the  law  allows,  the  court  will  give  it  that 
interpretation,  although  the  words  employed  by  the  testator, 
taken  in  their  technical  sense,  and  disconnected  from  other 
expressions,  would  import  an  indefinite  limitation,  and  one  for* 
bidden  by  law. 

Let  as  now  test  this  will  by  this  rule.  The  words  are :  ^'  but 
in  case  my  said  halfsistef*  should  die  without  any  lawful  issue^ 
theuy  and  in  that  case,  it  is  my  will,  that  all  my  property  should 

go  from  said  half-sister,  to Harris,  son  of  Joseph  Harris," 

fcc,  "  to  whom  I  give  and  bequeath  all  my  property,  in  case  of 
the  death  of  my  said  half-sister,  Adeline  T.  Heath,  without 
lawful  issue,  as   above  mentioned."     When  is  this  limitation  to 

take  effect,  and  become  an  absolute  property  in Harris  % 

The  words  of  the  testator  answer  the  question  :  "  then^  and  in 
that  case,  that  in,  .on  the^  death  of  the  first  taker  without  lawful  _  !V 
issue.  This  construtition  receives  further  confirmation  from  the 
subUquent  words  of  the  will :  *^  In  default  of  lawful  issue  at  * 
the  death  of  the  first  taker,  the  property  was  all  to  go  from 
the  said  Adeline  T.  to  the  said Harris ;"  thereby  exclud- 
ing the  idea  of  any  intervening  party  taking  the  property  after 

the  death  of  Adeline  T.  before  it  passed  to  Harris.     We 

think  attention  to  this  phraseology  of  the  will  brings  the  mind  to 
the  irresistible  conclusion,  that  the  testator  roennt  a  failure  of 
issue  at  the  death  of  Adeline  T.  Heath. 

In  arriving  at  this  conclusion,  we  are  not  aware  of  doing 
violence  to  any  sound  rule  of  interpretation,  but  give  to  each 
phrase  and  expression  of  the  will  its  full  force  and  effect,  as  part 
and  parcel  of  the  same  instrument.  Our  conclusion  is,  that  the 
limitation  to  Harris  is  not  too  remote,  but  good  ;  and  that  he 
took,  on  the  death  of  the  testator,  a  vested  interest  in  the  prop- 
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erty,  subject,  however,  to  be  defeated,  on  the  performance  of 
the  conditions  annexed  to  the  bequest  to  the  first  taker. 

We  have  not  thought  proper  to  review,  in  this  opinion,  the 
English  cases  cited  on  the  argument,  nor  those  of  our  sister 
States.  Thej  are  very  numerous,  often  conflicting ;  and  in 
some  is  to  be  found,  we  think,  a  departure  from  well  established 
principles.  This  review  has  been  made  by  this  court  in  many 
of  the  cases  above  cited,  and  we  are  satisfied  with  their  conclu- 
sions, as  there  expressed,  so  far  os  those  decisions  aSect  the 
present  case. 

The  next  question  presented  is,  what  estate  did  Adeline  T. 
Heath  (afterwards  Maclin)  take  under  this  will  t  It  is  contended 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants  in  error,  that  she  took  only  a  life 
estate,  and  that  on  her  death  her  children,  the  plaintiffs  in  the 
court  below,  became  invested  with  the  title  to  the  property,  as 
purchasers  from  the  testator.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  con- 
tended by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  that  she  took  a  life  estate  only 
in  the  event  that  she  died  without  lawful  issue ;  but  that  when 
ahe  married  and  had  lawful  issue^  her  estate  became  absolute. 

In  the  construction  of  wills,  it  is  admitted,  that  the  intuition 
of  the  testator,  if  it  can  bo  arrived  at,  and  if  it  is  legal,  makes 
the  law  of  the  case.  What  estate,  then,  did  the  testator  intend 
that  Adeline  T.,  the  first  object  of  his  bounty,  should  take 
under  this  will  1  It  is  clear,  that,  if  she  outlived  him,  and  died 
without  lawful  issue,  she  would  take  but  a  life  estate ;  and  at  her 
death  without  such  issue,  it  is  expressly  provided  that  the  prop* 
erty  should  go  from  her  to  Harris.  But  how  does  it  appear 
from  the  will  that  she  was  to  take  only  a  life  estate  in  any 
event?  The  first  bequest  waste  her,  provided  she  outlived 
him;  not  for  life  only,  but  to  her  without  any  qualification 
whatever,  except  that  she  outlived  him.  But  it  is  not  yet 
determined  what  estate  she  shall  take.  That  remains  yet  to 
be  fixed  by  the  testator ;  and  then  follows  this  clause .  "  upon 
the  following  conditions  :  s/umld  she  marry^  and  have  lawful 
issue  J  the  said  property  is  to  go  to  her  and  her  heirs.^^  This  is 
the  largest  estate  that  any  one  can  possibly  have  in  property, 
an  absolute  fee  simple  title.  It  would  seem  that  the  testator 
had  in  his  mind  two  prominent  ideas  in  the  disposition  of  hi«* 
property,  and  but  two:  one  was,  to  give  his  half-sister  an 
abfolott  estate,  on  the  happening  of  certain  contiogeooies ;  and 
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the  Other  was,  in  case  those  contingencies  did  not  happen,  then 

to  limit  her  to  a  life  estate,  with  remainder  over  to Har- 

ris.  The  first  object  is  now  accomplished,  by  his  will,  and 
then  follows  the  clause  affixing  the  contingency:  ^^butincctfe 
my  said  half-sister  should  die  wiihout  any  laioful  issue,^^  &c., 
by  which  thc>  property  is  limited  over,  and  she  confined  to  a 
life  estate. 

We  cannot  presume  that  the  testator  intended  to  provide  for 
the  issue  or  children  of  his  half-sister  as  purchasers,  for  they 
were  not  then  in  being.  Besides,  that  would  be  to  cripple  and 
diminish  <he  estate,  which  the  first  object  of  his  bounty  was  to 
take.  Instead  of  taking  from  him  an  absolute  property,  that 
would  be  limiting  her  to  a  life  estate,  and  in  favor  of  persons  not 
yet  in  existence.  We  think  the  plain  intent  of  the  will  is  other- 
wise. The  word  "  heirs"  is  no  where  else  used  in  this  will, 
and  seems  to  be  employed  by  the  testator  here,  for  the  express 
purpose  of  measuring  the  estate  that  the  first  object  of  his 
bounty  was  to  take.  The  word  seems  to  be  employed,  not  as 
a  word  of  purchase,  but  as  one  of  inheritance  ;  and  we  think 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  employ  it  in  this 
tense.  It  does  not  seem  to  be  used  as  synonymous  with  lawful 
issue,  but  in  a  more  enlarged  sense.  So  far  from  limiting  her 
to  a  life  estate  in  any  or  every  event,  we  think  it  clear,  that  it 
was  but  in  one  event  that  he  so  limited  her,  and  that  was,  that 
she  died  without  lawful  issue.  We  arrive  at  this  conclusion 
very  naturally,  first,  because  this  is  the  legal  import  of  the 
words  upon  their  face,  when  considered  all  together;  and, 
secondly,  from  the  circumstances  under  which  the  will  seems  to 
have  been  made.  It  is  apparent  from  the  will,  that  the  first 
object  of  the  testator's  bounty  was  his  half-sister,  Adeline  T., 
and  rather  than  have  his  property  go  to  collateral  heirs,  he  pre- 
ferred limiting  it  over  to  — -  Harris.  But  if  this  first  object 
«f  his  bounty  produced  a  line  of  lineal  descendants,  he  was  satis- 
fied, and  there  was  no  longer  any  occasion  for  the  limitation  over. 

Onr  conclusion  is,  from  a  careful  examination  of  this  will, 
that  Adeline  T.  Heath  took  under  it  an  estate  for  life,  in  any 
event,  if  she  survived  the  testator ;  and  if  she  married,  and  had 
lawful  issue,  then  her  estate  became  absolute ;  but,  if  she  had 
.died  without  lawful  issue,  then  she  would  have  had  but  a  life 
aelate,  and  the  remainder*man  would  have  taken. 
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It  follows,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  that  the  husband  of 
Adeline  T.  Heath,  by  his  marriage,  acquired  her  rights,  %udy 
on  isdne  being  bom,  he  became  invested  with  the  absolute  title 
to  the  property,  and  could  alienate  it  by  deed.  As  the  defend- 
ant traces  his  title  by  conveyances  directly  from  William  J. 
Maclin,  the  husband,  his  is  therefore  tie  better  title,  and  the 
court  below  erred  in  its  instruction  to  the  jury.  As  this  view 
of  the  case  necessarily  disposes  of  it  finally,  we  have  not  thovght 
it  necessary  to  consider  the  other  question  presented  by  the 
bill  of  exceptions. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded. 

Chiltox,  C.  J.,  not  sitting. 

Note  by  Reporter. — A  rehearing  having  been  granted  after 
the  delivery  of  the  foregoing  opinion,-  the  following  opinion  was 
afterwards  pronounced: 

GIBBONS,  J. — A  re-hearing  was  awarded  in  this  case,  for 
two  reasons  :  first,  because  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  with 
the  amount  of  property  involved,  rendered  it  important ;  and, 
secondly,  because  the  court  felt  a  sincere  doubt  of  the  correct- 
ness of  the  conclusions  to  which  it  had  arrived  as  announced 
in  the  opinion  delivered  in  the  case,  and  wished  to  test  the  cor- 
rectness of  those  conclusions  by  further  examination  and  reflec- 
tion. This  has  been ,  bestowed  upon  the  case,  and  the  court 
still  feels  bound  to  adhere  to  the  conclusions  announced  in  the 
opinion  delivered.     That  opinion  announced  and  decided  two 

propositions :  first,  that  the  limitation  to Harris  was  not 

void,  as  being  too  remote  ;  and,  secondly,  that  on  the  marriage 
and  birth  of  issue  by  Mrs.  Maclin,  her  estate  became  absolute. 
In  the  announcement  of  the  conclusion  upon  the  first  of  the 
above  propositions,  the  court  may  have  used  language  calculated 
to  mislead,  and,  in  fact,  thereby  have  given  rise  to  the  error  into 
which  the  counsel  of  the  defendants  in  error  have  fallen,  in  sup- 
posing that  the  limitation  was  pronounced  valid  because  it  W[a8 
confined  to  issue  living  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  first 
taker.  This  is  not  the  meaning  of  the  court.  The  death  .o£ 
the  first  taker  isl  certainly  the  period  beyond  which  the  coa^ 
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tmgenoy  cannot  happen  on  which  the  estate  of  Harris  is  made 
to  depend ;  and  being  limited  by  her  death,  therefore,  is  not 
too  remote*  The  estate  of  Harris,  whether  it  be  a^  vested  or  a 
contingent  r^nainder,according  to  the  strict  definitions  of  those 
terms  as  laid  down  by  Chancellor  Kent,  {vide  4  Kent's  Com- 
mentaries, 208  to  207,)  is  undoubtedly  an  estate  subject 
to  a  condition  or  contingency  ;  and  the  very  condition  or 
contingency  which  renders  the  estate  absolute  in  Mrs.  Maclin, 
defeats  the  estate  of  Harris.  The  true  construction  of  the 
wUl  is,  that  Harris  takes  the  estate,  if  the  first  taker  dies  with- 
out having  had  lawful  issue ;  and,  vice  versa^  on  the  first  taker 
having  lawful  issue,  her  estate  becomes  absolute,  and  the  estate 
of  Harris  is  defeated  by  the  happening  of  the  contingency  on 
which  it  is  made  to  depend.  It  matters  not  whether  the  issue  of 
Mrs.  Maclin  was  living  at  her  death  or  not,  so  far  as  respects 
Uie  estate  of  Harris.  On  the  issue  being  bom,  his  estate  is 
divested  or  defeated,  and  can  never  revest  by  a  subsequent  fail- 
ure or  death  of  the  issue.  With  this  explanation,  there  is  no 
incongruity  or  incoherence  in  the  opinion  delivered  by  the  court 
that  we  are  able  to  perceive ;  and  we  are  satisfied,  that  the 
conclusions  announced  on  the  construction  of  the  whole  will,  are 
correct.  But  it  is  contended,  that  the  phraseology  of  the  will 
contains  another  limitation  to  the  heirs  or  children  of  the  first 
taker,  and  it  is  on  that  supposed  right  that  the  present  action 
is  based.  To  this  construction  of  the  will  there  are  unsupera- 
ble  obstacles,  under  the  decisions  of  this  court.  It  is  the  es- 
tablished doctrine  of  this  court,  that,  when  the  language  of  a 
will  is  such  that  a  named  class  of  persons  may  take  as  heirs  or 
purchasers,  they  must  take  as  heirs,  and  not  as  purchasers — 
Ewing  V.  Standifer,  18  Ala.  100.  The  same  doctrine  was  re- 
affirmed in  the  case  of  Hamner,  adm'r,  v.  Smith,  22  Ala.  488, 
after  the  most  careful  examination  which  the  principle  involved 
could  receive  at  the  hands  of  the  court.  Applying  this  princi- 
ple to  the  language  of  the  will  under  consideration,  it  is  decis- 
ive of  the  question  ;  for  no  one  can  contend,  for  a  moment,  as 
it  seems  to  us,  that  under  the  language  of  the  will,  the  plaintiffii, 
as  the  issue  of  Mrs.  Maclin,  cannot  take  as  her  heirs,  and  if 
they  can  so  take,  then  they  must  so  take,  and  that  would  make 
the  estate  of  the  first  taker  absolute. 
Again  ;  concede,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the  proper 
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cODStraction  of  the  limitatioii  to  Harris  is,  that  it  is  made  to 
depend  upon  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  first  taker ;  then 
the  word  ^^  heirs"  is  employed  to  designate  the  objects  in  whom 
is  to  vest  the  second  remainder  on  the  birth  of  lawfal  issue  from 
Adeline  T.  Heath.     What  authority   have  we  under  the  will 
for  confining  the  word  ^*  heirs''  to  children,  or  lawful  issue  of 
the  first  taker  1    The  remainder  must  vest  in  any  one  that  an- 
swers the  description  of  heir.     Children,  or  lawful  issue,  cer- 
tainly would  fill  that  description,  and  could  claim  that  the  re- 
mainder had  vested  in  them.     But  so,  also,  could  the  remotest 
descendants  of  such  children  or  lawful  issue ;  and  so,  also,  cooU 
the  collaterals  of  the  first  taker.     Suppose,  then,  the  ease  to 
have  happened,  that  there  were  no  children,  or  lawful  issue  of 
the  first  taker,  alive  at  her  death,  but  there  were  found  descen- 
dants of  such  children  or  lawful  issue .    Who  would  take   the 
property,  they  or  Harris?      Again;  suppose  there  were  no 
children,  or  lawful  issue,  or  descendants  of  such,  on  the  death 
of  the  first  taker,   and  Harris,  coming  to  claim  the  estate,  is 
met  by  a  collateral,  who  claimed  to  fill  the  requirements  of  the 
will,  as  heir  to  tho  said  Adeline.     Who  then  would  take  1     And 
who  could  say  that  such  collateral  did  not  fill  the  description  at 
persons  designated  in  the  will,  as  being  entitled  to  the  remainder  1 
We  have  indulged  in  these  suggestions,  merely  to  show  the  diffi- 
culties that  will  at  once  spring  up  when  wc  depart  from  writ 
established  principles.     Wc  think  it  safer  to  adhere  to  them  ; 
and,  as  wc  understand   them,  as  applicable  to  the  will  under 
consideration,  they  are  opposed  to  the  rights  set  up  by  the  de- 
fendants in  error. 

The  first  opinion  pronounced  by  this  court,  with  this  explaM- 
tion,  must  be  permitted  to  stand,  and  the  judgment  must  be 
entered  accordingly. 


Chilton,  C.  J.,  not  sitting. 
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TOWNSEND  ET  AL.  vs.  JEFFRIES'  ADM'R.  .  ^^ 

1.  A  certiorari  canuot  be  awarded  to  briag  up  au  amended  record,  uuleas  by 
consent,  until  the  amendment  has  been  made  in  the  court  below. 

2.  ^Vhen  defendant  is  in  court,  and  consents  to  the  revival  of  a  suit  in  the 
name  of  an  administrator  as  plaintiff,  and  at  a  subsequent  term  continues 
the  cause,  he  will  be  held  to  have  waived  all  oljections  to  the  order  of  re- 
viral. 

3.  When  an  executor  brings  trespass  for  ii\jurle8  inflicted  on  a  slave  belonging 
to  the  estate  of  his  testator,  the  suit  may  1>c  revived,  after  his  removal,  in 
the  name  of  the  testator *s  administrator. 

4.  In  a  plea  in  aliatement,  form  is  substance ;  and  therefore,  in  trespaes,  a 
plea  in  abatement  defending  *'  the  wrong  and  injury,'^  instead  of  "  the  force 
and  injury,*'  is  bad  on  demurrer. 

5.  If  a  party  fails  to  object  to  an  interrogatory  which  asks  for  a  conclusion  of 
law,  he  cannot  object  to  the  ammcr,  if  it  is  responsive. 

0.  In  trespass  for  whipping  a  slave,  a  plea  averring  that  defendant  only  pun- 
ished said  slave  reasonably  and  moderately,  is  defective  on  demurrer.  No 
person  has  a  right  to  chastise  a  slave  belonging  to  another,  without  the 
owner's  consent,  unless  the  authority  is  given  to  him  by  statute ;  and  if  he 
acted  under  such  authority,  he  must  aver  it  in  his  plea. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Madison. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  E.  Moore. 

Trespass  vi  et  armis  by  ^^  Willis  Routt  and  Elizabeth  E., 
his  wife,  executor  and  executrix  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
Alexander  Jeffries,  deceased,"  to  recover  damages  for  injuries 
inflicted  by  the  defendants  on  a  slave  belonging  to  the  estate  of 
plaintiflSi'  testator  ;  the  writ  and  declaration  both  being  in  the 
name  of  Routt  and  wife,  ^'  executor  and  executrix  of  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  Alexander  Jeffries,  deceased."  The 
defendants  pleaded,  ^'  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  that  they 
had  only  punished  said  negro  reasonably  and  moderately,  for 
his  having  killed,  used  and  injured  their  hogs,  or  the  hogs  of 
some  of  said  defendants ;  thirdly,  that  the  punishment  men- 
tioned was  authorized  by  the  plaintiffs,  or  their  agent  in  their 
behalf."  A  demurrer  was  interposed  to  the  second  plea, 
and  issue  was  taken  upon  the  first  and  third  pleas.  These 
proceedings,  which  were  all  *'  in  short  by  consent,"  were 
had  at  the  Augustjtcrm,  1848,  , 

22  I 
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At  the  April  term,  1849,  the  case  seems  to  have  been  tried 
by  a  jury,  and  a  verdict  and  judgment  rendered  for  the 
plaintiffs  ;  but  the  entry  shows  no  action  on  the  demurrer. 
This  judgment  was  reversed  on  error  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
at  its  June  term,  1849,  and  the  cause  was  remanded. — Seo 
17  AJa.  R.  276.  After  its  return  to  the  court  below,  at  the 
August  term,  1850,  the  following  entry  was  made  :  *'  Came 
the  parties  by  their  attorneys,  and  ask  leave  of  the  court 
here  to  revive  in  the  name  of  James  Thomas,  sheriff,  and  ex 
officio  administrator  of  Alexander  Jeffries,  deceased  :  which 
leave  is  granted,  and  said  cause  is  continued  by  the  plaintiff." 

At  the  February  term,  1851,  the  cause  was  continued  on 
account  of  the  sickness  of  the  defendants'  counsel.  At  the 
August  term,  1851,  it  was  continued  at  the  instance  of  the 
defendants.  At  the  February  term,  1852,  the  defendants 
filed  a  plea  in  abatement,  for  a  variance  between  the  writ  and 
declaration  ;  and  on  a  subsequent  day  of  the  term  the  fol- 
lowing entry  was  made  :  ''  Came  the  defendants  by  their 
attorneys,  and  now  here  move  the  court  to  dismiss  this  suit, 
because  said  suit  could  not  be  revived  in  the  name  of  said 
plaintiff  as  such  administrator,  and  because  this  suit  is  dis- 
continued, not  having  been  continued  on  the  minutes  of  the 
court  in  the  name  of  said  Willis  and  Elizabeth  ;  which  mo- 
tion was  overruled  by  the  court.  Thereupon  the  plaintiff 
asked  leave  of  the  court  to  amend  his  declaration,  which 
was  granted  :  and  thereupon  plaintiff  amended  his  declarn- 
tion,  inserting  by  interlineation  the  word  "  as'*  before  the 
words  *'  executor  and  executrix,''  and  the  words  **as  execu- 
tor and  executrix  as  aforesaid'"  after  the  words  '*  the  pro- 
perty of  the  plaintiffs,"  and  at  the  end  of  the  declaration, 
after  the  word  **  plaintiff,"  the  words  "  as  executor  and  ex- 
ecutrix as  aforesaid:"  and  the  declaration,  so  amended, 
offered  to  file  in  this  cause  ;  which  defendants  opposed,  and 
moved  to  strike  out  ;  which  motion  the  court  ovemiled.— 
Thereupon,  upon  their  motion,  the  court  granted  defendant.<5 
leave  to  file  their  plea  in  abatement,  which  they  now  hero 
file  in  court ;  and  thereupon  came  plaintiff  by  attorney,  and 
demurred  to  said  plea  in  abatement ;  and  after  argument,  the 
court  sustained  said  demurrer,  and  adjudged  said  plea  insuf- 
ficient ;  and  the  cause  is  continued  by  defendants," 
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At  the  August  term,  1852,  the  death  of  Parks  Townsend, 
one  of  the  defendants,  was  suggested,  and  the  suit  abated  as 
to  him.  The  court  then  sustained  the  demun*er  to  the  sec- 
ond plea  :  and  the  cau?e  being  tried  on  the  issue?  joined  on 
the  other  pleas,  a  verdict  and  judgment  were  rendered  for 
the  plaintiff.  On  the  trial,  as  ai)pears  from  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, the  plaintiff  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury  the  depo- 
sition of  Adam  Dale,  taken  on  interrogatories,  a  copy  of 
which  had  been  regularly  served  on  the  defendants.  The 
fifth  interrogatory  to  this  witness  is  as  follows  :  **  Did  you, 
or  not,  sec  said  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  commit  any 
trespass,  about  the  last  named  time,  on  any  slave  ?"  and 
calls  upon  him  to  state  the  particulars.  The  answer  is  as 
follows  :  '*  1  did  seethe  said  defendants  commit  a  trespass  on 
said  negro  slave  named  Lewis,  the  property  of  said  Alexan- 
der Jeffries,  deceased,  on  or  about  May  15,  1848,  on  the 
premises  of  said  estate  ;''  and  he  then  proceeds  to  detail  the 
circumstances  attending  it.  The  defendants  objected  on  the 
trial  to  the  reading  of  the  first  part  of  this  answer,  above 
quoted :  but  their  ol»jection  was  overruled,  and  they  ex- 
cepted. 

The  errors  assigned  are  :  first,  the  overruling  of  the  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  the  suit ;  second,  the  sustaining  of  the  de- 
murrer to  defendants'  plea  in  abatement  :  third,  the  sustain- 
ing of  the  demurrer  to  the  second  plea  in  bar  ;  fourth,  in 
not  excluding  from  the  jury  that  part  of  Dale's  deposition 
which  was  objected  to,  as  shown  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  ; 
fifth,  in  the  several  rulings  shown  in  the  bill  of  exceptions. 

Before  the  case  was  submitted  on  the  merits,  the  plaintiffs 
in  error  asked  for  a  certiorari :  on  which  motion  the  follow- 
ing opinion  was  delivered  : 

CHILTON,  C.  J. — The  plaintilVs  in  error,  in  this  case, 
move  for  a  certiorari.  It  is  conceded,  that  the  record  is  com- 
plete, as  it  stands  ;  but  they  wish  to  amend  it  in  the  court 
below.  The  amendment  must  be  made  before  a  certiorari 
can  be  awarded,  unless  by  consent ;  for,  until  then,  there  is 
nothing  in  the  court  below  to  be  ^ent  up  in  obedience  to  it. 

Motion  refused. 

RoBiysoN  &  Jones,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
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C.  C.  Clay,  Jr.,  and  J.  W.  Clay,  contra  : 
I.  Neither  of  the  grounds,  on  which  defendants  below  moved 
to  dismiss  the  suit,  was  tenable,  and  the  motion  was  properly 
overruled:  1.  In  their  notice  to  dismiss,  the  defendants  did 
not  deny,  and  so  virtually  admitted,  that  Thomas  was  leflfries' 
administrator;  and,  if  administrator,  the  suit  was  properly  re- 
vived and  continued  in  his  name. — Clay's  Dig.  227  §  30.  The 
damages  would  be  assets  of  the  estat.',  and,  therefore,  Thomas, 
as  successor  of  Routt  and  w^ifc  in  the  administration,  properly 
succeeded  as  plaintiff  in  this  suit. — 13  Ala.  237.  The  record 
shows,  that  the  defendants  were  before  the  court,  when  the  cause 
was  revived  in  Thomas'  name  and  continued  by  him :  then  was 
the  proper  time  to  contest  his  right  to  be  made  a  party. — 2  Ala. 
150.  Defendant,  by  not  contesting,  admitted  his  right  to  be- 
come a  party,  and  this  cures  all  error.  Consensus  tollit  erro- 
rem.—U  Ala.  294  ;  G  Ala.  58  ;  1  Porter  2G ;  3  Ala.  581  ) 
20  Ala.  303.  Defendants'  consent  is  not  matter  of  mere  in- 
ference  or  presumption  ;  the  minute  entry  shows,  that  they  par- 
ticipated with  the  plaintiff  in  effecting  a  revival.  Their  failure 
to  contest  the  revival  at  the  time  it  was  effected,  and  their  sub- 
sequent appearance  and  continuance,  were  so  many  recognitions 
of  Thomas'  right  to  prosecute  the  suit,  and  admissions  that  it 
was  properly  revived  ;  the  plaintiff  acted  on  these  admissions, 
and  they  are,  therefore,  conclusive  against  the  defendants. — 
22  Ala.  436.  2.  There  was  no  discontinuance,  in  the  strict 
technical  sense  of  that  term,  for  the  defendants  were  not  "with- 
out a  day"  in  court ;  but,  if  there  was,  it  was  waived  by  the 
defendants'  appearance,  continuing  the  case  after  revival,  plead- 
ing, &c. — 1  Bouv.  Law  Die,  titles,  "  Continuance"  and  "  Dis- 
continuance, 338,  472  ;  1  Tom.  ib.  560;  9  Porter  520.  The 
case  was  continued  "  on  the  application  and  showing  of  the 
defendants,"  at  the  second  term  after  the  revival,  and  they 
thereby  waived  the  prior  discontinuance,  if  any  existed. — 
Minor's  R.  137.  3.  They,  also,  waived  error  (if  any)  in  the 
ruling  of  the  court  refusing  to  dismiss,  by  not  excepting  to  its 
action  at  the  time.— 17  Ala.  816  ;  22  Ala.  690.  4.  The  revi- 
val in  the  name  of  Thomas,  as  administrator,  might  have  been 
pleaded  in  abatement,  and,  hence,  is  no  cause  of  error. — Ba- 
con's Abr.,  "Abatement  K,"  "Error  K,  5;''  1  Comyn's 
Dig.    [*159],  (1,36);  3ti.  [•581];  Gould's  Plead.,  ch,  v, 
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§§153,  79 ;  3  Ala.  609 ;  20  ib.  236  ;  20  Ala.  273.  5.  tfao 
court  had  no  discretionary  power  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the 
benefit  of  defendants'  waiver. — 22  Ala.  524. 

II.  Plaintiff's  demurrer  to  the   plea  in  abatement  was   pro- 
perly sustained.     The  plea  was  bad  :    1.  Plaintiff  may  declare 
as  executor  or  administrator,  though  the  process  only  describe 
him  generally.     The  writ  is  only  the   process  to  bring  the  de- 
fen  lant  into  court :  the  declaration  shows  the  character  in  which 
the  plaintiff  sues,  and  the  defendant  is  sued,  and  if  the  latter 
is  correct,   it  suffices. — 3    Wilson  141 ;  2   Strange   1232  ;  4 
Burrow  2417  ;  2  Cowper  455.     2.  The  plea  was  bad  in  form, 
(which  is  substance— Elmos  &  Co.  v.  McKenzie,  5  Ala.  617 ; 
22  Ala.  500) ;  because  it  defends  "  the  wrong  and   injury," 
when  it  should  have  been  "  force  and  injury,"  as  the  action  was 
trespass.— Steph.  Plead.  434,  479  ;  1  Chitty's  Plead.  231,460, 
463;  3t6.  892.     3.  It  was  bad   in  not   praying  "judgment  of 
the  writ  and  declaration,"  in  the  beginning,  as  well  as  the  con- 
clusion, of  the  plea,  as  it  was  for  matter  apparent   on  the  face 
of  the  writ.— 1  Tidd's  Prac.  637 ;   1  Comyn's  Digest  [•144,] 
(1 12) ;  3  Saund.  209  a,  note  1,  and  209  d,  note  ;  2  B.  &  P,  420  ; 
5  Mod.  132,  144;  12   Mod.  525.     4.  And  whether  good  or 
bad,  defendants  waived   their   objection  to  the  demurrer,  and 
acquiesced  in   the  court's  judgment,  by  pleading  over. — Minor 
178  ;  1  Stew.  45,  141 ;  2  Stewart  372,  443  ;  7  Porter  34 ;  5 
Mass.  266  ;  11  Pick.  221 ;  1  Marsh.  592  ;  1  Comyn's  Digest 
[*146],  (I  13).     Defendants  waived  error,  also,  by  not  specially 
excepting  to  the  action  of  the  court  sustaining  the  demurrer. 
17  Ala.  816;  22  Ala.  690. 

III.  The  court  properly  sustained  plaintiff's  demurrer  to  the 
defendants'  second  plea  to  the  merits  and  in  bar  ;  because :  1. 
The  plea  contained  no  matter  of  legal  justification.  If  the  ne- 
gro was  guilty,  as  alleged,  the  law  provided  a  mode  of  redress, 
and  defendants  had  no  legal  right  to  punish  him,  unless  plaintiff 
consented,  and  this  plea  does  not  aver  plaintiff's  consent.  Un- 
der the  general  issue,  they  might,  perhaps,  have  proved  the 
averments  of  the  plea  in  mitigation  of  damages,  but  they  were 
no  defence  to  the  action.-  2.  The  plea  was  objectionable  for 
duplicity,  being  in  the  alternafive.  3.  Defendants  did  not 
specially  except  to  the  action  of  the  court  sustaining  the  de- 
niurrer,  and,  therefore,  waived  error. — 17  Ala.  816 ;  22 16. 690. 
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IV,  The  motion  to  exclude  tltke  part  of  Dale's  testimony  ob  - 
jected  to,  was  properly  overruled.  1.  If  any  part  of  it  was 
illegal,  the  defendants  were  bound  to  specify  it ;  and  if  they 
objected  to  the  whole  as  illegal,  they  should  have  stated  the 
grounds  of  objection,  or  shown  the  facts  and  circumstances 
rendering  it  illegal.  It  was  clearly  admissible  to  prove,  that 
^^ said  negro  slave,  Lewie,"  was  "the  property  of  Alexander 
Jeffries,  deceased,"  as  well  as  the  date  and  locum  in  quo  of  the 
alleged  trespass.  The  court  was  not  bound  to  separate  the 
legal  from  the  illegal,  and  grant  the  motion  in  part,  and,  there- 
fore, rightly  rejected  it  in  toto.~1  Ala.  269 ;  17  ib.  378  ;  20 
ib.  892 ;  ib.  828  ;  22  Ala,  422.  2.  The  part  of  the  answer 
asked  to  be  stricken  out,  is  strictly  responsive  to  the  interroga- 
tory ;  and  as  the  interrogatory  was  not  objected  to,  the  answer 
is  admissible.  Defendants  ought  to  have  objected  to  the  inter- 
rogatory, it  the  matter  naturally  elicited  by  it  would  be  objec- 
tionable. In  not  objecting,  they  took  the  chances  for  a  response 
favorable  to  themselves,  and  should  not  be  allowed  to  object, 
now  that  it  has  turned  out  unfavorable.  3.  If  the  court  erred, 
it  was  error  without  injury ;  for  the  record  discloses  a  good 
cause  of  action,  and  fully  demonstrates  the  trespass,  with  or 
without  the  testimony  asked  to  be  excluded,  and  this  court  will 
not  reverse  for  such  error. — Decisions  of  this  court,  jpo^^m. 

LIGON,  J. — There  was  no  error  in  overruling  the  motion 
of  the  defendants  to  dismiss  tlie  suit,  on  account  of  a  supposed 
discontinuance,  because  the  names  of  Routt  and  wife,  as 
executor  and  executrix,  had  ceased  to  be  used  as  plaintiflfs, 
and  that  of  Thomas,  as  administrator,  had  been  substituted 
on  the  record  before  the  motion  w^as  made.  The  defendants 
were  in  com*t,  and  consenting  to  the  order  made  at  the 
August  term,  1850,  by  which  Thomas  was  substituted  for 
Routt  and  wife  as  plaintiff,  and  at  a  subsequent  term,  the 
case  was  continued  on  their  motion  ;  and  they  will  not  be 
allowed,  after  both  their  agency  in  making  Thomas  a  party, 
and  their  long  acquiescence  in  the  order  by  which  he  wag 
admitted  to  prosecute  the  suit  as  plaintiff,  to  object  to  the 
order  by  which  he  was  made  a  party.  The  objection  should 
have  been  taken  at  the  time  he  was  proposed  to  be  substitu- 
ted for  the  original  plaintifiFs,  if  such  substitution  were  irreg- 
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ular  ;  as  it  was  not,  it  must  be  considered  as  waived.  There 
was  no  discontinuance  of  the  suit,  as  it  was  regularly  con- 
tinned  from  term  to  term  fi'om  its  commencement  to  the  final 
trial  in  the  court  below. 

If  there  was  a  change  in  the  administration  of  Jeffiries' 
estate,  as  the  record  clearly  indicates,  between  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  and  the  time  at  which  the  order  was 
made  admitting  Thomas,  administrator  of  Jeffries,  as  a  party 
plaintiflF,  we  could  not  say  there  was  error  in  liis  becoming 
such.  On  the  contrary,  such  an  order  is  fully  authorized  by 
our  statute  (Clay^s  Digest  227  §  30) ;  for  the  declaration 
clearly  shows,  that  the  wrong  complained  of  was  committed 
upon  a  slave  belonging  to  the  estate  of  the  testator,  and  the 
amoimt  of  damages  recovered  will  be  assets  of  the  estate.' 
It  was  proper,  therefore,  that  the  suit  should  be  brought 
and  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  his  personal  representative  : 
and  if,  during  its  pendency,  there  was  a  change  of  represen- 
tatives, there  may  also  be  a  change  in  the  party  plaintiff  to 
the  suit. — Graham  v.  Grant,  12  Ala.  105 :  King  &  Clarke 
V.  Griffin,  6  Ala.  387. 

Neither  was  there  any  error  in  sustaining  the  demurrer 
to  the  plea  in  abatement.  There  is  no  such  variance  between 
the  writ  and  declaration,  in  legal  effect,  as  would  hinder  the 
former  from  being  amended,  on  motion,  and  where  this  is  the 
f*ase  a  plea  in  abatement,  if  demurred  to,  will  not  be  allowed. 
Caldwell  v.  The  Branch  Bank  at  Mobile,  11  Ala.  R.  549,— 
Pleas  in  abatement  are  never  favored  by  the  courts,  and  in 
them  matters  of  form  become  matters  of  substance  ;  and  if 
they  are  technically  deficient  in  form,  a  demurrer  will  be  sus- 
tained. The  plea  here  undertakes  to  defend  *'  the  wrong 
and  injury,"  when  the  action  is  trespass,  and  the  books  re- 
quire the  form  of  defence  to  be  to  "  the  force  and  injury." — 
20  Ala.  R.  404  ;  Elmes  &  Co,  v.  McKenzie,  5  Ala.  617  ; 
Stephens'  Plead.  434-479  ;  Chit.  PL  231,  460,463. 

The  third  error  assigned  is  predicated  upon  the  ruling  of 
the  court  on  the  objection  of  the  defendants  to  a  portion  of 
the  testimony  of  the  witness  Dale.  The  answer,  a  portion 
of  which  was  objected  to,  is  directly  responsive  to  the  ques- 
tion. It  appears  that  the  interrogatories  were  served  npon  the 
counsel  of  the  defendant,  who  took  no  exceptions  to  them  at 
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any  time.  If  a  party  fail  to  object  to  a  question  when  asked, 
it  seems,  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  object  to  the  answer  when 
made,  if  it  directly  respond  to  the  question,  which  is  the 
case  here.  Were  the  rule  otherwise,  it  would  give  the  party 
the  advantage  of  the  answer,  if  it  was  favorable  to  him,  and 
the  right  to  exclude  if  it  was  unfavorable — a  privilege 
which  neither  common  justice  nor  the  rules  of  evidence  will 
extend  to  him. — Anderson  v.  Snow  &  Co.,  9  Ala.  247  ;  Brad- 
ford V.  Haggerthy,  11  Ala.  698. 

The  question  is,  **  Did  you  not  see  said  defendants,  or 
either  of  them,  commit  any  trespass,  about  the  last  time 
named,  on  any  slave?"  To  this  the  witness  replied,  **I  did 
see  them  commit  a  trespass  on  said  negro  slave,  Lewis,"  Ac. 
The  question  itself  was  objectionable  ;  but,  as  that  was  per- 
mitted to  pass  without  exception,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  an  answer,  and  if  that  answer  was  responsive,  it  was  too 
late  for  the  defendants  to  object  to  it.  The  opinion  of  the 
witness,  however,  seems  to  be  fully  justified  by  the  facts 
which  he  discloses  in  the  same  answer,  as  he  goes  on  to  state 
that  the  defendants  inflicted  a  most  cruel  whipping  upon  the 
slave,  without  authority,  or  even  well  founded  excuse,  for  so 
doing. 

There  was  no  error  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the  sec- 
ond plea  of  the  defendants.  The  matter  of  that  plea,  in  the 
manner  in  which  it  is  therein  set  forth,  forms  no  bar  to  the 
action  ;  at  most,  it  could  only  tend  to  mitigate  the  damages. 
No  person  has  the  right  to  inflict  chastisement  on  his  neigh- 
bor's slave,  without  the  consent  of  the  owner,  unless  such 
authority  is  given  him  by  statute,  as  in  the  case  of  patrols, 
and  on  his  own  premises  when  such  slave  is  found  there  with- 
out the  permission  of  his  master  or  overseer,  Ac. ;  and  even 
in  these  cases,  the  plea,  to  be  good,  should  set  out  and  aver 
the  authority  under  which  the  party  acted.  When  acting 
with  the  warrant  of  law,  the  party  may  forfeit  its  protection, 
if  the  chastisement  inflicted  by  him  is  cruel  and  excessive. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the  judgment  is  af- 
firmed. 
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WRAY  vs.  COX. 

1.  The  husband  is  liable,  in  assumpsit,  for  necessaries  furnished  to  the  wife 
(she  being  separated  from  him  without  fault  on  her  part)  while  confined  in 
a  Innatic  asylum,  although  the  credit  for  them  was  given  to  the  person  who, 
as  agent  for  plaintiff,  made  the  contract,  and  paid  the  expenses,  which  were 
afterwards  repaid  to  him  by  his  principal ;  but  if  the  person  who  made  the 
contract  was  acting  for  himself  individually,  and  not  as  agent  of  the  plaintiff, 
the  latter  cannot,  by  voluntarily  paying  the  debt,  make  the  husband  his  debtor. 

Appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Macon. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Andrew  B.  Moore. 

Assumpsit  by  Mary  D.  Cox  against   Albert  G.  Wray,  on 
the  common  counts.     On  the  trial,  as  appears  from  the  bill  of 
exceptions,  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  defendant's  mother-in- 
law,   '^  introduced  evidence  that  Susan  M.  Wray,   defendant's 
wife,  was  sent  to  her  house  in  October,  1848,  by  the  defendant; 
that   Mrs.  Wray  was  insane  when  she  arrived  at  plaintiflPs 
house,  and  so  continued  from  that  time  during  the  years  1849 
and  1850 ;  that  during  these  periods  she  was  separated  from 
her  husband,  who  advanced  neither  money  nor  necessaries  for 
her  support  after  July,  1850,  and  none  before  except  as  here- 
inafter stated ;  that  Mrs.  Wray  was  examined  by  physicians, 
at  the  request  of  plaintiff  and  her  son,  Simpson   H.  Cox,   the 
brother  of  Mrs  Wray,  who  gave  their  opinion  that,  in  her  situ- 
ation, some  lunatic  asylum  was  the  proper  and  necessary  place 
for  her  i  and  accordingly  she  was  placed  in  the  lunatic  asylum 
at  Columbia,  South  Carolina,  on  the  26th  of  April,  1849,   and 
remained  there  until  December,  1850*,  that  plaintiff  paM  to  the 
agent  of  the  asylum  the  money  sought  to  be  lecovcred,  for  nec- 
essary  board,  attention  and  supplies  furnished  to  Mrs.  Wray 
at  the  asylum  during  the  years  1849  and  1850,  and  that  they 
were   compatible  with  the  means    and  circumstances   of  the 
defendant.    The  only  evidence  on  the  subject  of  the  contract, 
and  the  reason  and  mode  of  the  payments  by  plaintiff,  was  the 
testimony  of  Simpson  H.  Cox  and  Dr.  J.  W.  Parker,  the  agent  of 
the  asylnm?  both  of  whom  were  examined  by  interrogatories, 
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and  is  to  be  found  in  the  answer  of  said  Cox  to  the  second  cross 
interrogatory  by  defendant,  and  the  answer  of  Dr,  Parker  to 
the  first  and  third  cross  interrogatories  by  defendant." 

The  answer  of  said  Cox  to  the  second  cross  interrogatory  is 
as  follows :  '^  He  is  not  interested  in  said  suit ;  if  plaintiff 
succeeds,  witness  expects  nothing;  there  was  no  understanding 
between  witness  and  plaintiff  at  no  time  ;  witness  and  plaintiff 
advanced  the  money  as  it  was  wanted  and  demanded ;  and  the 
reason  why  these  amounts  were  so  advanced  (was),  that  plain- 
tiff had  not  the  means,  at  time^i,  when  the  money  was  wanted, 
and  then  witness  advanced  the  money  hinjt*i'lf ;  both  claim  in 
the  same  period,  that  is,  1849  and  1850.'' 

The  answer  of  Dr.  Parker  to  the  first  eros;>  interrogatory  is 
as  follows  :  ^'  He  was  made  acquainted  with  Mrs.  Susan  M. 
Wray  by  Judge  Carlton  and  Brailaford,  >>lio  brought  her  to  the 
asylum,  and  also  by  a  certificate  from  two  physicians  and  a 
magistrate,  and  by  letters  from  Simpson  H.  Cox,  Dr.  Sims  and 
others.  Mrs.  Wray  was  not  present  on  her  admission.  T 
inquired  whether  she  had  a  husband  living,  and  particularly 
whether  she  was  brought  to  the  asylum  with  his  consent.-' 
His  answer  to  the  third  cross  interrogatory  is  as  follows  : 
"  Mrs.  VV ray's  exp(.'n^os  wi  re  not  higher  than  the  amount 
charged  for  all  of  that  class  of  patieut;?,  wliOiC  circunibtauces 
and  former  associations  authorized  their  being  kept  distinct 
from  the  rude  and  vulgar.  She  was,  at  times,  under  great 
excitement,  requiring  careful  watching  ;  and  not  unfrequently 
it  was  found  ntcessary  for  her  safety  that  she  should  bo 
restrained  in  a  recumbent  pu.-^ture  on  her  bid.  She  was  admit- 
ted April  2(5,  1840,  and  removed  r)ecem];er  4,  1850.  She 
was  received  into  the  asylum  o/* Simpson  H.  Cox's  n'^^ponsibility, 
and  wc  looked  to  him  for  payment." 

"To  rebut  evidence  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  offeied 
evidence  of  Mrs,  Wray's  insanity  from  18 14  to  the  time  of  her 
arrival  at  her  mother's  in  1848  ;  and  al^o  offered  evidence  of 
the  defendant's  property,  and  means,  and  the  value  of  thr 
same,  and  that  it  justified  the  amount  and  nature  of  the  nec- 
essaries furnished  to  his  wife  at  the  asylum.  The  defendant 
offered  evidence  that  Mrs.  Wray  was  of  .^ound  mind  in  the 
fall  of  the  year  1848,  and  that,  wlulc  of  sound  mind,  she  com- 
mitted adultery  with  a  man  named  Prime,  and  on  that  account 
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lie  dent  her  to  her  niotber'8  in  October,  1848 ;  that  he  famished 
her,  when  she  left  his  house,  with  $300,  and  sent  with  her  two 
servants,  whose  hire  was  worth  ij^200  per  a?mum\  that  out  of 
this  money  her  travelling  expenses  were  to  be  paid,  which  was 
done,  and  the  remainder  was  given  to  tier  when  at  the  end  of 
her  journey ;  that  under  soioo  orders  on  the  application  of 
Mrs.  Wray  for  alimony  pendejitc  lile^  in  a  suit  in  chancery 
brought  by  Wray  against  his  wife  for  a  divorce,  he  paid  $800 
to  her  in  July,  1849,  and  $350  in  July,  1850 ;  that  he  had 
had  no  cotumunicatiou  with  her  since  their  separation  in  1848. 
There  was  no  evidence  that  he  had  made  any  agreement  with  any 
one  to  furnish  Mrs.  Wray  with  necessaries,  or  to  advance  money 
for  this  purpose,  or  that  she  was  (sent  to  ?)  the  asylum  at  his 
request ;  but  the  evidence  was,  that  this  was  done  without  his 
concurrence,  or  having  anything  to  do  with  it,  or  that  lie  had 
promised  plaintiff  to  pay  the  money  advanced  by  her. 

*'  'rise  court  charged  the  jury,  after  sundry  charges  not 
excepted  to,  that,  if  Simpson  H.  Cox  carried  Mrs.  Wray  to  the 
asylum,  and  made  the  contracts  with  the  agents  to  supply  her 
board  and  other  things  needed  by  her,  and  that  he  would  pay 
for  them,  and  they  were  supplied  at  the  asylum,  and  were  nec- 
essary in  her  situation,  and  compatible  with  the  defendant's 
means,  and  Simpson  H.  Cox  refused  to  pay,  and  the  plaintiff 
advanced  the  money,  she  is  entitled  to  recover  what  she  so  paid^ 
if  Mrs.  Wray  was  insane,  and  it  was  proper  and  necessary  that 
she  should  be  placed  at  the  asylum,  and  if  she  was  sent  off  by 
her  husband  without  justifiable  cause ;  to  which  charge  defend* 
ant  excepted. 

''  The  defendant  asked  of  the  court  the  following  charges  : 

^^1.  If  the  plaintiff  paid  this  money  to  the  agent  of  the 
asylum  on  a  contract  made  with  said  agent  by  Simpson  H. 
Cox,  and  not  on  a  contract  made  by  her  with  said  agent,  then 
plaintiff  cannot  recover ;  which  charge  the  court  gave,  but  with 
this  addition  or  qualification  :  unless  there  was  an  agreement 
between  Simpson  H.  Cox  and  plaintiff,  that  he  was  to  take 
Mrs.  Wray  to  the  asylum,  and  plaintiff  was  to  pay  her  neces- 
sar3'  expcn:5cs  there ;  in  which  event  she  could  recover,  if  the 
money  was  paid  for  necessariis. 

*'  2.  That  it  would  make  no  matter  what  arrangement  or 
contracts  were  made  between  Simpson  H.  Cox  and  the  plaintiff- 
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about  paying  the  money  agreed  to  be  paid  at  the  asylum,  if  the 
jury  believe  the  testimony  of  Dr.  Parker,  and  that  Simpson  H. 
Cox,  and  not  the  plaintiff,  made  the  contract  with  Dr.  Parker, 
and  became  responsible  for  the  money  to  be  paid  ;  which  charge 
the  court  gave,  but  with  the  same  qualification  as  above. 

'^  3.  That,  if  pluintiflf  paid  to  the  agent  of  the  asylum  tho 
money  sought  to  be  recovered,  for  board  and  other  necessaries 
furnished  to  Mrs.  Wray  by  that  institution,  she  cannot  recover ; 
which  charge  the  court  gave  as  asked,  but  with  this  addition  : 
that,  if  the  amount  so  paid  was  required  to  furnish  the  neces* 
sary  board  and  supplies  for  Mrs.  Wray,  then  plaintiff  can  recover. 

"  4.  That,  if  the  juiy  believe  that  Dr.  Parker  told  the  truth, 
and  such  was  the  fact,  when  he  swore  that  Mrs.  Wray  "  was 
received  into  the  asylum  of  Simpson  H.  Cox's  responsibility, 
and  we  looked  to  him  for  payment,"  then  plaintiff  cannot 
recover,  if  the  money  was  paid  by  her  to  the  agent  of  the 
asylum  on  this  contract ;  which  charge  the  court  gave  a»  asked, 
but  with  this  qualification :  unless  there  was  an  agreement 
between  Simpson  H.  Cox  and  the  plaintiff,  that  he  was  to  take 
Mrs.  Wray  to  the  asylum,  and  she  was  to  pay  the  money  re- 
quired for  her  necessary  expenses ;  iu  which  event  she  could 
recover,  if  the  money  was  paid  for  such  necessary  expenses." 

The  defendant  excepted  to  the  charge  given,  and  to  the 
several  qualifications  added  to  the  charges  asked ;  and  he  now 
assigns  for  error  these  several  rulings  of  the  court. 

Geo.  W^  GuNN,  Elmore  &  Yancey,  and  Belser  &  Rice, 
for  appellant : 

1.  The  husband  is  bound  by  the  wife's  purchase  of  necessa- 
ries. This  obligation  arises  from  his  duty  to  furnish  them,  and 
from  her  presumed  agency,  while  they  cohabit. — 2  Roper  (H. 
&  W.)  margin  110,  111,  114,  top  70,  67,  68 ;  Chitty  on  Con- 
tracts, 161;  Hughes  v.  Chadwick,  6  Ala.  661;  2  Bacon's 
Abr.,  Baron  &  Feme,  H.  38,  39,  40. 

2.  In  such  cases,  the  contract  is  not  that  of  the  wife,  having 
inherent  power  as  such  to  bind  the  husband,  but  is  the  contract 
of  the  husband,  through  the  wife,  because  of  the  presumed 
agency. — Chitty  on  Contracts,  161 ;  2  Bacon's  Abr.  40 ; 
Manby  v.  Scott,  decided  by  the  twelve  judges,  who  all  agreed 
on  thiB  pointy  1  Mod.  124. 
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3.  This  agency  arises  from  the  cohabitation;  vrhen,  therefore, 
she  leaves  his  house  of  her  own  accord,  the  law  does  not  con- 
tinue her  presumed  agency  or  authority  even  to  buy  necessaries. 
—2  Roper  (margin  114)  70;  Chitty  on  Contracts,  172; 
Manby  v.  Scott,  supra. 

4.  The  authority  to  the  wife  is  to  purchase  necessaries  only, 
and  it  follows  that  she  cannot  borrow  money  to  buy  the  necessa- 
ries with. — 2  Bacon^s  Abr-  47  ;  2  Roper  (margin  112)  top  69  ; 
Chitty  on  Contracts  169. 

5.  It  also  follows,  that,  if  the  credit  be  not  given  to  the  hus- 
band, but  the  necessaries  are  furnished  on  the  credit  of  .the 
wife,  the  husband  is  not  liable. — 2  Bacon's  Abr.  46  ;  2  Roper 
(see  note  margin  111)  top  68 ;  Chitty  on  Contracts  168 ;  8 
Wendell  544 ;  8  Johnson  72  ;  10  ib.  38  ;  12  ib,  293 ;  11  Wen- 
dell 33  ;  3  Campbell  22 ;  5  Taunton  356.  The  law  never 
implies  a  contract  to  pay  for  any  thing  by  A,  when  there  is 
an  express  contiact  by  B  to  pay  for  the  same  thing.  No  agree- 
ment or  contract  between  Mrs.  Cox  and  her  son,  can  create  any 
right  of  action  in  her  as  against  Wray,  although  she  afterwards 
voluntarily  paid  for  the  necessaries. — Fortune  v.  Brazier,  10 
Ala.  R.  791. 

6.  It  further  follows,  that,  if  the  credit  be  given  not  to  the 
husband  but  to  a  third  person,  the  husband  is  not  liable  to  the 
person  furnishing  the  necessaries,  and  is  not  liable  to  the  person 
upon  whose  credit  the  necessaries  are  furnished. — Rutherford 
V.  Coxc,  11  Missouri  R.  347. 

7.  In  connection  with  the  above  propositions,  we  rely  on  the 
following :  that  one  person  cannot  make  another  his  debtor 
without  his  consent. — Kenan  v.  Holloway,  16  Ala.  53  ;  Chen- 
ault's  Adm'rs  v.  Walker,  22  Al*^.' ;  5  Ala.  262  ;  Westmore- 
land V.  Davis,  1  Ala.  299. 

Applying  the  above  principles  to  the  case,  it  is  evident  that 
the  first  charge  given  by  the  court  was  wrong,  as  it  assumes 
that,  without  any  privity  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
or  any  privity  between  tl^e  plaintiff  and  the  agent  of  the  asy- 
lum, or  any  between  her  and  her  son,  Simpson  H.  Cox,  she 
could  pay  the  money  agreed  to  Ic  paid  by  her  son,  on  his  refu- 
sal to  do  so,  and  thus  make  the  defendant  liable  to  her  for  the 
same. 

The  second  charge  given,   with  the  addition  or  qualification, 
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was  also  ^Yrong.  The  bill  of  exceptions  shows  all  the  testinoonj 
in  relation  to  the  agreement^^  between  Mrs.  Cox  and  bcr  son,  or 
between  cither  of  them  and  the  agent  of  the  asylum.  There  is 
no  evidence  to  be  found  in  it  of  any  agreement  on  Mrs.  Cox's 
part  to  pay  for  Mrs.  VVvay's  expenses  :  and  tlie  charge  was, 
therefore,  abstract,  and  calculated  to  mislead  the  jury.  The 
third  and  fifth  charges  arc  liable  to  the  same  objection.— Carey 
V.  Hughes,  IT  Ala.  R.  3S8  ;  Stephens  v.  Brodnax,  5  Ala.  250. 
But  the  propositions  contained  in  the  second,  third,  fourth 
and  fifth  charges  as  given,  with  the  cjualificatious,  or  additions, 
aredirectly  at  variance  with  the  principles  of  law  i\>  settled  by 
the  authorities  quoted  above. 

D.  G.  Clopton,  contra  : 

I.  Where  husband  and  wife  live  apart,  without  fault  on  the 
part  of  the  wife,  any  person  who  buys  necessaries  and  furnislios 
the  wife  with  them,  can  recover  tlio  amount  from  the  husband. 
1  Salk.  386  :  4  Greenl.  261  ;  U  Ma-s.  227  ;  10  Ohio  365. 

II.  When  a  husband  turns  his  w  ifo  out  of  doors,  without 
cause,  he  gives  her  credit  to  the  extent  of  procuring  necessaries, 
and  is  liable  to  any  person  who  may  furnish  them.  A  contract, 
made  by  Simpson  H.  Cox  witli  the  asylum,  is  not  a  contract 
with  Wray.  Hence,  if  S.  H.  Cox  refused  to  advance  the 
money  to  the  asylum,  and  Mrs  Cux  advanced  the  same,  the 
contract  between  S.  H.  Cox  and  the  asylum  cannot  effect 
Wray's  liability  to  Nfrs.  Cox.  A  contrary  doctrine  would, 
virtually,  be  leavin«i  the  wife  to  the  voluntary  charity  of  the 
world. 

III.  This  is  not  tlu'  case  of  a  subsequent  payment,  after  the 
necessaries  had  been  furnished.  The  bill  of  exceptions  does  not 
show  such  to  be  the  fat?t :  and.  in  the  absence  of  the  fact  being 
shown  by  the  bill  of  excrptions,  the  court  will  draw  all  reason- 
able intendments  to  snstjiin  the  ciiarge.  By  this  rule,  tht- 
court  will  infer  that  advance  paynjcnts  were  required  by  the 
asylum,  and  this  inference  is  also  nuriiorized  by  the  testimony  : 
for  Simpson  H,  Cox  in  his  testim  jny,  >ays  that  both  witness 
and  plaintiff  advanced  the  moiicy  as  it  was  required  and  de- 
manded. 

If  there  was  an  agreement  between  plaintiff  and  S.  H.  Cox 
that  he  was  to  take  Mrs.  Wray  to   the  ns^^Utm,  and  she  would 
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pay  her  expenses  whilst  there,  then  he  was  only  Mrs.  Cox's 
agent,  and  she  would  be  bound  to  the  asylum,  although  S.  H. 
Cox's  agency  was  not  known  to  the  agents  of  the  asylum. 

GOLDTHVVAITE,  J.— The  cuutract  of  marriage  carries 
with  it  certain  incidents,  one  of  which  is,  that  the  husband  shall 
supply  the  wife  with  necessaries.      If  he  fails  to  perform  tliis 
duty,  which  grows  out  of  this  relation,  without  fault  on  the  part 
of  the  wife,  any  other  person  may  do  it,  and  hold  the  husband 
responsible. — Jenkins  v.  Tucker,  I   H.  B.  301  ;    Ambrose  v. 
Kerrison,  4  Eng.  L.  &  E.  Rep.  361  ;  Read  v.  Legard,  ib. 
523.     In  such  case,  the  marriage  operates  as  a  general  letter  of 
credit  to  the  wife,  for  necessaries  ;  and  it  makes  not  the  slight- 
est difference,  whether  a  tradesman  supplied  the  articles,  or 
whether  any  other  person  provides  her  with  them,  by  buying 
them,  or  contracting  for  them  on  a  credit.      If  it  were  other- 
wise, where  the  husband  wa:?  not  known,  tlu*  wife  might  starve, 
as  no  person  having  the  articles  she  stood  in  need  of  might  be 
willing  to  let  her  have  them  on  the  credit  of  her  husband.     In 
the  present  case  it  is  conceded,  that  the  provision  made  for  the 
wife  while  in  the  lunatic  asylum,  was  necessary  for  her,  so  that 
no  question  arises  upon  that  point ;    and  we  think,  upon  the 
principles  wo  have  stated,  that,  if  any  person  had  contracted 
for  her  reasonable  expenses  while  there,  the  husband  would  be 
liable.     So,  also,  if  any  one  acting  for  another,  took  her  to  the 
as;lum,  and  made  the  contract,  it  would  make  no  difference,  in 
law,  that  the  credit   was  given  to  hiii^,  or  that   he  paid   the 
expenses.    He  wouUl  be  acting  for  his  principal,  who,  by  paying 
or  refunding  the  amount  paid  by  the  agent,  would  be,   in  law, 
the  party  furnishing  the  necessaries,  and  the  husband  would  be 
liable  to  him.     But  if  the  wife  contracted  a  debt  for   necessa- 
ries,  it  would  be  tho  debt  of  the  husband,  and  a   third  person 
could  not,  by   voluntarily   paying  it,  make  the   husband  his 
<lebtor.    So,  in  this  case,  if  the  brother  of  Mrs.  Wray  made 
the  contract,  acting  for  himself,  and  not  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
latter  voluntarily  paid  the  debt,  we  do  not  see  how  she  could 
recover.    The  first  charge  was,  therefore,  wrong,  as  it  in  effect 
instructed   the  jury,  that,  if  the  plaintiff  .'paid  the  debt,  she 
could  recover,  although  it  was  contracted  by  another  person 
acting  for  himself  alone. 
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We  see  no  error  in  the  other  charges,  the  qaalifications  to 
which  brought  them  within  the  law  as  we  have  stated  it. 
Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded. 


STEIN  ^'6'.  McARDLE  &  WATERS. 

1.  The  lessee  ol"  a  Inyo  storied  house  in  Mobile,  having  sul>let  the  second 
story  to  a  club,  with  which  he  had  no  connection  whatever,  was  held  not 
liable,  under  the  by-laws  regulating  the  City  Water  Works,  for  the  water 
rates  assessed  against  the  occupants  of  the  second  Btory. 

2.  Where  the  demand  in  suit  in  under  $20,  l>oth  parties  iMjing  competent  witr 
ncsses  for  every  puqjose,  it  is  discretionary  with  the  court  to  permit  plaintiff 
to  be  re-examined  for  the  pui*posc  of  rebutting  the  testimony  of  one  of 
defendant's  witnesses. 

ERRoa  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Mobile. 
Tried  before  the  Hon,  Lyman  Gibbons. 

McArble  &  Waters  brought  suit,  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  against  Albert  Stein,  the  proprietor  of  the  City  Water 
Works  of  Mobile,  for  neglecting  and  refusing  to  furnish  a  sup- 
ply of  water,  after  a  tender  of  the  water  rent.  The  facts  of  the 
case  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The  justice  rendered 
judgment  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  defendant  appealed  to  the 
Circuit  Court,  where  judgment  was  again  rendered  against  him. 
To  reverse  this  judgment  he  now  prosecutes  this  writ  of  error, 
and  assigns  for  error  the  judgment  of  the  court  below. 

F.  S.  Blount  and  C.  W.  Rapier,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Percy  Walker,  contra. 

PHELAN,  J.— By  the  act  of  January  7,  1841,  (Acts  of 
1840-1,  p.  53,)  and  an  agreement  previously  entered  into  with 
the  Corporation  of  Mobile,  Albert  Stein  became  vested  with  all 
the  rights  and  immunities  of  the  Mobile  ^^Aqueduct  Company," 
as  chartered  in  1820,  and  amended  in  1837^  wA  subject  to  fttt 
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the  duties  to  which,  by  law,  that  compahy  Was  subject;  the 
principal  of  which  was,  to  supply  such  of  the  oitizens  of  Mobile 
with  water  as  would  observe  all  reasonable  and  proper  by-laws 
and  regulations,  and  pay  the  lawful  rates. 

By-law  No,  3  contains  this  provision :  "  No  proprietor,  or 
occupant  of  a  house  or  lot,  will  be  supplied  with  water,  when 
the  hydrant  cannot  be  placed  perfectly  secure,  so  as  to  prevent 
access  to  the  same  by  other  families  or  persons ;  or  if  not  kept 
properly  secured,  the  supply  will  be  stopped,  and  the  amount  of 
payment  forfeited." 

By-law  No.  7  contains  this  provision :  "  When  two  or  more 
families  or  persons,  are  supplied  from  the  same  pipe,  the  whole 
will  be  assessed  in  one  joint  account,''  &c.  All  water  rent  is 
required  to  be  prepaid  for  one  year. 

It  seems  that  McArdle  &  Waters  were  the  lessees  of  a  two 
storied  building,  situated  on  the  corner  of  Government  and 
Royal  streets.  Mobile,  for  one  year  from  1st  of  November, 
1851,  and  that  they  sub-let  the  second  story  to  the  ^^  Social 
Club,"  having  no  connection  whatever  with  the  club,  and  having 
no  authority  to  enter  their  apartment,  except  onoe  a  month  to 
demand  the  renc.  In  the  lower  story,  McArdle  &  Waters  kept 
a  coffee-houso  establishment. 

The  water  rent  was  assessed  for  this  house,  1st  of  November, 
1851,  at  $55,  to-wit :  for  the  club  room,  $20,  and  for  the  oof- 
fee  house,  $85,  and  a  oopy  of  the  ^^  By-Laws  «id  Regulations 
of  the  Mobile  Water  Works"  was  furnished  to  the  defendants 
in  error. 

Subsequent  to  the  time  when  the  water  rent  was  due  by  law, 
the  agent  of  Stein  demanded  it  of  McArdle  fc  Waters,  who 
offered  to  pay  $35  for  the  coffee  house,  and  made  a  legal  ten- 
der of  that  amount,  but  refused  to  pay  the  $20  for  the  olub 
room.  The  agent  of  Stein  refused  to  receire  the  $85^  and, 
after  some  unsuccessful  efforts  to  collect  the  $20  of  the  olub, 
and  the  continued  refusal  of  defendants  in  error  to  pay  the 
entire  $55,  the  plaintiff'  in  error  stopped  off  the  suf^ply  of 
water  from  the  house;  and  for  this  alleged  breach  of  his 
implied  contract,  in  not  furnishing  water,  the  defendants  in  error 
brought  suit. 

The  liability  of  Stein  to  this  action  must  depend  altogether 
upon  the  validity  of  by-law  No.  7,  before  qu^d,  since  it  ia 
23 
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shown  that  McArdle  &  Waters  had  full  knowledge  of  the  exis- 
tenee  of  said  by-law,  at  the  time  they  made  application  for 
water.  And  the  validity  of  that  by-law  must  depend  upon  its 
reasonableness ;  for  every  by-law  of  this  corporation,  by  the 
terms  of  its  charter,  must  be  conformable  to  the  laws  of  the 
State  and  of  the  U.  States;  and  by  the  nature  of  its  very  consti- 
tutioQ,  it  must  also  be  conformable  to  common  justice  and  ren- 
■OD. — Angell  &  Ames  289  et  seq. 

By-law  No.  8,  quoted  above,  considering  the  nature  of  the 
obligation  devolving  upon  the  corporation,  namely,  the  supply  of 
water  to  the  city  for  just  compensation,  is  altogether  reason- 
able ;  because,  if  hydrants  cannot  be  placed  in  a  state  of  rea- 
sonable security,  against  waste  or  trespass,  there  could  be  no 
sufficient  guaranty  of  a  supply  of  water  to  the  city,  or  of  pro- 
tection to  the  proprietor  of  the  Water  Works. 

But  by-law  No*  7,  if  it  be  construed  to  mean  that  no  person 
or  family,  living  on  the  same  premises  with  another  person  or 
family,  in  distinct  portions  or  apartments  of  the  house  or  prem- 
ises, and  having  no  business  connection  with  that  other,  shall  be 
allowed  to  have  a  supply  of  water  upon  tendering  the  lawful 
compensation,  without  also  tendering  or  paying  for  a  supply  of 
water  to  that  other,  is  not  reasonable,  but  unjust  and  oppressive, 
and  for  that  cause  is  not  lawful,  but  may  be  treated  as  a  nul- 
lity, unless  it  can  be  shown  that  more  than  one  hydrant  cannot 
be  arranged  for  said  house  or  premises,  at  a  reasonable  cost. 

This  brings  us  to  a  question  of  fact:  Could  the  coffee  house 
in  the  lower  story  be  conveniently  supplied  with  water,  at  a  rea- 
sonable cost,  without  lotting  the  water  flow  to  the  second  story? 
Of  this  we  can  have  no  doubt.  Say  that  but  one  service- pipe, 
leading  from  the  main  pipe  in  the  street,  can  be  afforded  to  the 
same  house  or  premises,  ordinarily,  and  but  one  stop-cock,  to 
be  placed  between  the  main  pipe  and  the  hydrant  or  hydrants. 
Nothing  surely  can  be  easier,  than  to  provide,  at  a  moderate 
cost,  for  adding  or  detaching  the  part  of  the  pipe  which  sup- 
pliefl  a  second  story  in  the  same  building,  to  or  from  that  part 
trhicb  supplies  the  first  story ;  and  it  is  not  reasonable,  there- 
fimre,  to  say  that  those  who  occupy  the  first  story  of  a  building, 
distinct  from  those  who  occupy  the  second,  or  third,  or  fourth 
•tory,  shall  not  have  a  supply  of  water  without  paying  or  being 
)l»Ue  to  pay  for  all^    The  difficulty  of  putting  a  hydrant  in  a 
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proper  state  of  security,  in  an  upper  story,  against  depreda- 
tions from  below,  is  admitted  to  be  greater;  but  that  case  is  not 
made  by  this  record,  and  we  make  no  decision  further  than  the 
case  goes. 

We  agree,  therefore,  with  the  court  below,  that  if  MoArdle  8l 
Waters  tendered  to  the  plaintiff  in  error  the  amount  to  which 
their  own  hydrant  in  the  lower  story  was  assessed,  he  was 
Iiound  to  furnish  them  a  supply  of  water,  and  if  he  neglected 
or  refused  to  do  so,  he  is  liable  to  an  action  for  damages. 

The  court  permitted  McArdle,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  after  he 
had  testifie<l  in  chief,  to  be  re-examined,  to  rebut  or  contradict 
the  testimony  of  Gumming,  one  of  defendant's  witnesses.  The 
demand  was  for  less  than  020,  and  the  statute  makes  both  par- 
ties witnesses  for  every  purpose,  and  subjeot  to  the  same  rules 
which  goTern  other  witnesses.  It  wits  a  pure  matter  of  discre- 
tion in  the  court  to  permit  him  to  be  reexamined,  and  it  was  as 
coinpetent  to  do  this  to  rebut,  as  for  any  other  purpose. — Clay's 
Digest  360  §  12. 

The  judgment  below  is  affirmed. 
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SALTMARSH  et  al.  vs.  CROMMELIN. 

I  Oae  who  is  iu  porvsCf^iou  of  Lands  under  a  deed  purporting  to  convey  them 
to  him.  i-specially  when  livery  of  seizin  accompanied  the  delivery  of  the 
'I'^ed,  has  color  of  titlo,  and  may,  when  sued  in  trespass  by  a  patentee  from 
the  Tnited  States,  contept  the  validity  of  plaintiff's  patent. 

Grror  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Coosa. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Geo.  D.  Shortjeiidoe. 

Trespass  to  try  titles  by  William  T.  Minter,  Hiram  F. 
Saltmarsh  and  Ashley  Parker,  against  Charles  Crommelin, 
tenant  in  possession.  The  plaintiffs  below,  to  make  out  their 
title,  offered  in  evidence  a  patent  from  the  United  States  to 
themselyes,  as  the  assignees  of  Isham  Bilberry  and  Samuel  Lee, 
*^  for  the  south-east  fractional  quarter  of  fractional  sectioi^ 
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tw«nt7-foar,  in  township  eighteen,  of  range  eighteen,  in  the  dis- 
trict of  lands  subject  to  sale  at  Cahaba;"  and  then  proved 
ttiat  the /am  in  8U0  was  once  in  the  possession  of  Tallassee- 
Fixico,  an  Indian  reservee ;  and  that  he  voluntarily  abandoned 
the  lands  about  the  year  1828,  and  removed  beyond  the  Missis- 
sippi river  in  1836  with  his  tribe,  the  Creeks. 

The  defendant,  to  show  title  or  color  of  title  in  himself, 
offered  in  evidence  the  certificate  of  reservation,  and  permis- 
sion to  occupy  the  premises,  from  the  United  States  to  said 
Tallassee  Fixico.  This  proof  was  made  by  a  copy  of  said  cer- 
tificate, the  loss  of  the  original  and  the  truth  of  the  copy  of- 
fered having  been  shown.  Ho  also  offered  in  evidence  two  deeds 
for  the  said  lands,  from  George  Taylor  and  others  to  himself, 
one  dated  the  12th,  and  the  other  the  14th  of  July,  1834 ;  also, 
a  copy  of  the  original  entry  on  the  books  of  the  General  Land 
Office,  purporting  to  be  a  proceeding  at  the  Land  Office  at 
Cahaba,  by  which  the  said  Bilberry  and  Lee  entered  said  lands. 
This  certificate  is  headed  as  follows:  '^Floats  Pre-emption 
Act,  1834.  No.  85014.  Land  Office,  Cahaba,  June  4, 1839. 
It  is  hereby  certified,''  &c.  On  the  back  of  this  certificate  is 
the  written  assignment  of  said  Bilberry  and  Lee,  dated  June 
4, 1839,  conveying  all  their  interest  and  title  in  and  to  the 
lands  therein  described  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  requesting  that  a 
patent  might  be  issued  in  their  name.  The  patent  which  was 
issued  on  this  certificate  was  offered  in  evidence  by  the  plain- 
tifis,  and  is  set  out  at  length  in  the  former  report  of  this  case. 
See  9  Ala.  594. 

The  defendant  offered  evidence  tending  to  show,  that  Geo. 
Taylor,  one  of  the  grantors  in  the  two  deeds  above  referred  to, 
purchased  the  possession  of  said  lands,  in  1828,  from  said  Tal- 
lassee Fudco,  and  received  possession  from  him  at  the  time  of 
the  purchase;  that  defendant  received  possession,  at  the  time 
of  his  purchase  and  the  execution  of  said  deeds,  from  his  said 
grantors,  and  had  ever  since  continued  in  possession.  There 
was  no  evidence  showing,  or  tending  to  show,  that  either  said 
Bilberry  and  Lee  or  said  plaintiffs  were  ever  in  possession  of 
said  land,  other  than  the  certificate  and  patent  above  described. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  as  follows : 

'^  1.  That,  if  they  found  the  defendant  held  for  a  series  of 
7«ar8|  and  continued  to  hold,  possession,  under  deeds  from  Tay- 
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lor,  and  that  Taylor  held  possession  under  Tallassee  Fixico,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  never  in  possession,  then  defendant  held 
under  color  of  title,  and  was  in  condition  to  contest  the  validity 
of  the  patent. 

"  2.  That  the  certificate  of  possession,  which  issued  to  Tal- 
lassee Fixico,  was  an  appropriation  of  the  land  hy  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  to  a  particular  purpose ;  and  that,  if 
Tallassee  Fixico,  in  1828  or  1829,  abandoned  said  land,  it  was 
not  subject  to  entry  under  the  pre-emption  laws ;  that  the  pa- 
tent, under  which  the  plaintiffs  claimed  title,  was  issued  under 
the  pre-emption  laws  of  the  United  States  ;  that  the  land  con- 
veyed by  said  patent  was  not  subject  to  entry  under  pre-emp- 
tion ;  that  said  patent  had  issued  contrary  to  law,  and  was  void. 

^^  To  the  admission  of  said  copy  certificates  and  deeds,  ai 
evidence  for  the  defendant,  and  to  the  charge  given,  the  plain- 
tifis  excepted  ;"  and  they  now  assign  these  rulings  of  the  court 
for  error. 

Morgan  &  Walker,  for  plaintiffs  in  error : 

The  defendant  claims  under  a  void  grant.  "  A  fraction  in 
section  24,"  &c.,  is  not  a  legal  sub-division  of  land ;  and  the 
grant  does  not  designate  any  particular  land  in  that  section,  nor 
does  it  specify  the  metes  and  bounds,  nor  the  number  of  acres* 
5  Iredell's  Eq.  R.  373 ;  14  Mass.  R.  200;  18  Johns.  97  ;  18 
S.  &  M.  317;  Bac.  Abr.,  vol.  4,  p.  521 ;  Com.  Dig.,  Grant. 

It  13  an  attempt  to  convey  a  right  of  pre-emption,  and  is 
therefore  void.  The  deed  is  a  mere  quit-claim;  andCrommelin 
is  not  to  be  considered  in  the  light  of  a  purchaser  for  valuable 
consideration  :  he  had  notice,  on  the  face  of  his  deeds,  that  his 
vendors  had  no  title,  and  that  the  conveyance  was  a  mere  effort 
to  clothe  him  with  a  pre-emption  claim  to  the  land.  How  can 
such  deeds,  under  such  circumstances,  give  color  of  title  1 — 
McElyea  v.  Haytcr,  2  Porter  148  ;  Cundiff  v.  Orms,  7  i6.  68; 
Tenison  v.  Martin,  13  Ala.  21 ;  Oliver  v.  Piatt,  3  How.  U.  S. 
R.  338. 

The  defendant  is  a  mere  stranger  to  the  title,  and  cannot  dis- 
pute the  validity  of  the  patent  under  which  the  plaintiffs  claim. 
Masters  v.  Easters,  8  Porter  368  ;  Jones  v.  Inge,  6  ti.  827  ; 
Cobb  v.  Mitchell,  13  Ala.  137  ;  Cruise  v.  Riddle,  21  Ala. 

The  attempt  seems  to  have  been  to  connect  the  defendant  with 
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Tallassee  Fixico,  so  as  to  place  him  in  a  condition  to  assail  tliC 
plaintiffs'  title  ;  and  this  was  superinduced  by  a  remark  made 
in  the  previous  decision  of  this  cause,  that  no  such  attempt  had 
been  made.  It  was  not  then  decided,  that  it  could  have  been 
done,  if  the  attempt  had  been  made,  or,  if  accomplished,  that 
it  would  avail  the  defendant  in  any  view  of  the  case.  If  the 
former  decision  is  the  law  of  this  case,  and  if  the  rescrvee,  by 
a  sale  or  voluntary  abandonment  of  the  land,  lost  all  claim  to  it, 
how  could  the  purchaser  from  him  acquire  any  right  to  the  land, 
or  the  occupation  of  it  ? 

It  is  a  mistake  into  which  the  court  was  led  when  this  case 
was  before  it,  as  published  in  9th  Ala.,  that  the  plaintiffs  claim 
under  the  pre-emption  law  of  May  29,  1 830  :  the  patent  issued 
under  the  act  of  April  24,  1820.  But  if  this  is  not  so,  the 
certificate  of  possession  to  Tallassee  Fixico  was  void  for  uncer- 
tainty, and  he  was  never  located  in  conformity  with  the  act  of 
March  3,  1817.— U.  S.  Statutes  at  Large,  vol.  3,  p.  382. 

A  patent  from  the  United  States  is,  of  itself,  evidence  that  it 
was  issued  under  legal  authority. — Goodlet  v.  Smithson,  5 
Porter  245. 

Elmore  &  Yancey,  c(mtra  : 

The  exception  taken  to  the  admission  of  Crommelin's  deeds 
was  a  general  one,  and  cannot  be  sustained  if  they  were  rele- 
vant.—Price  V.  Br.  Bank  Decatur,  17  Ala.  874.  The  deeds 
were  part  of  the  chain  of  title  from  Tallassee  Fixico,  which 
gave  Crommelin  that  color  of  title  which  was  essential  to  a  de  - 
fence  against  tho  plaintiffs'  patent.— 9  Ala.  594.  All  intend- 
ments will  be  made  in  favor  of  the  judgment  below,  and  there- 
fore that  the  deeds  were  properly  proven.— Knapp  v.  McBryde, 
7  Ala.  20. 

Tallassee  Fixico's  certificate  of  possession,  being  for  the 
same  land,  was  relevant,  to  show  color  of  title  in  Crommelin,  in 
connection  with  Taylor's  deeds — 9  Ala.  594.  That  certificate 
was  evidence,  see  Clay's  Digest,  p.  341,  §  157.  The  original 
being  lost,  a  certified  copy  from  the  Land  Ofiice  was  the  next 
best  evidence.— Hines  v.  Greenlee,  3  Ala.  73.  The  copy  cer- 
tificate  of  Bilberry  &  Lee  was  relevant,  to  prove  that  the  pa  tent 
was  issued  under  pre-emption  laws. 

The  charges  given  were  based  upon  the  evidence,  and  were  a 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TERM,  1864.  851 

Saltmarsli  et  al.  v.  Crommelin. 

correct  exposition  of  the  law. — U.  S.  Statutes  at  Large,  vol.  4, 
420]  9  Ala.  594;  2  How.  284  ;  3  Ala.  47 ;  13  Port.  498. 

The  patent  oannot  give  title  under  the  act  of  1820  i  because 
the  record  does  not  show  (and  the  court  will  presume  nothing 
against  the  judgment)  that  said  lands  had  ever  been  authorised 
to  be  sold  ;  no  entry  could  be  made  under  that  act,  unless  there 
had  been  an  authorization  of  sale  of  the  land.  The  patent  re- 
fers,  in  its  body,  to  the  certificate  of  Bilberry  &  Lee,  and  that 
certificate  can  alone  determine  under  what  act  it  issued :  it  is- 
sued under  the  pre-emption  act  of  1834. 

Whether  Crommelin's  deeds  were  champertous,  or  Tallassee 
Fixico's  certificate  invalid,  matters  not :  they  are  sufficient  to 
constitute  color  of  title,  and  enable  Crommelin  to  contest  the 
patent.  The  land  in  Tallassee  Fixico's  certificate  is  described 
as  ^'a  fraction  of  a  section  on  the  east  side  of  Coosa  river," 
and  that  is  sufiioiently  certain.  Besides,  there  was  proof  that 
the  lands  occupied  by  Tallassee  Fixico  were  the  lands  in  con- 
troversy. 

GIBBONS,  J.— When  this  case  was  before  this  court  on  a 
former  occasion,  the  opinion  then  pronounced,  if  we  rightly 
comprehend  it,  disposes  of  nearly  every  question  presented  by 
the  present  record,  except  one,  and  that  is,  whether  the  defend- 
ant is  to  be  considered  as  holding  under  color  of  title,  or  is  he 
a  mere  trespasser. —  Vide  Crommelin  v.  Minter,  9  Ala.  694. 
In  this  case,  it  is  decided,  1st,  that  when  an  Indian  reservation, 
under  the  treaty  of  1814  with  the  Creek  Nation,  is  sold  by  the 
Indian,  it  at  once  becomes  a  part  of  the  public  domain  of  the 
United  States,  without  any  act  whatever  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States  being  necessary  to  be  done,  or  any  assertion  of 
right  on  the  part  of  the  government ;  2nd,  that,  though  the 
title  in  such  reserves  bo  vested  in  the  United  States  by  the 
voluntary  abandonment  of  the  reservee,  still,  it  is  not  subject 
to  entry  under  the  pre-emption  laws  of  Congress ;  and,  3rd, 
that  a  patent  fraudulently  obtained,  or  one  which  has  issued  in 
violation  of  law,  is  void,  and  does  not  authorize  a  recovery 
against  a  party  in  possession  under  color  of  title.  But  a  mere 
intruder  cannot  insist  upon  the  invalidity  of  the  patent ;  and 
if  the  defendant  ofiers  no  evidence  to  justify  his  possession,  tbit 
fair  inference  is,  Uiat  he  is  an  intruder.    In  that  ease,  ths 
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defendant  offered  no  evidence  whatever  as  to  how  he  derived  his 
title ;  and  the  court  determined,  under  such  circumstances,  that 
they  were  bound  to  consider  him  as  an  intruder.  In  the  pres- 
ent record,  the  defendant  has  connected  himself  directly  with 
the  Indian  reservee,  Tallassee  Fixico ;  and  the  question  now 
arises,  whether,  under  the  principles  already  settled  in  the  cause, 
the  defendant  is  to  be  considered  as  holding  under  color  of  title 
or  not. 

Without  undertaking,  at  the  present  time,  to  give  an  accurate 
definition  of  the  term  "  color  of  title,"  we  deem  it  sufficient  for 
the  present  case  to  say,  that  it  is  that  apparent  right  in  the 
tenant,  which  he  has  derived  by  his  paper  title,  which  distin- 
guishes him  from  the  naked  trespasser  or  intruder.  He  who 
holds  under  a  paper  title,  therefore,  which  apparently  gives 
him  a  right  to  the  land,  which  would  lead  an  honest  mind  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  right  to  the  land  passed  by  the  deed, 
and  more  especially  when  the  delivery  of  the  deed  is  accompa- 
nied by  livery  of  seizin,  or  possession  of  the  premises  pur- 
porting to  be  conveyed,  must  be  considered  as  holding  under 
coliyt  of  title. 

The  right  to  occupy  and  hold  the  premises  in  question,  is 
conceded  by  both  parties  to  have  been  in  the  Indian  reservee, 
Tallassee  Fixico.  This  right  he  derived  from  the  government 
itself.  The  proof  shows,  that  one  Taylor  purchased  this  right 
of  Tallassee  Fixico,  doubtless  both  parties  to  the  transaction 
supposing  that  his  rights  were  alienable,  and  conveyed  by  deed 
made  by  himself  and  others  the  same  premises  to  the  defendant. 
The  purchase  both  from  the  reservee  and  from  Taylor  is 
accompanied  by  a  change  of  possession  of  the  land,  thus  evinc- 
ing the  hma  fides  of  the  parties  to  the  transaction.  The  defend- 
ant's possession,  held  as  it  is  under  the  deeds  in  evidence,  and 
being  traced  back  to  the  reservee,  must  be  considered,  in  oar 
opinion,  a  possession  under  color  of  title.  It  may  be  conoeded, 
that  the  defendant  has  no  title  to  the  premises,  as  against  the 
government  of  the  United  States ;  yet  it  by  no  means  follows, 
that  his  possession  is  not  under  color  of  right.  We  consider 
every  one  as  holding  under  color  of  title,  who  enters  bona  JJcfc, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  a  paper  title ;  in  other  words,  every  one 
who  is  not  a  mere  naked  trespasser^  and  who  is  claiming  in  his 
own  right  under  a  paper  titlet  ia  io  under  color  of  title.    The 
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defendant,  therefore,  holding  under  color  of  title,  under  the 
previous  decision  of  this  court  in  this  case,  is  in  a  position  to 
call  in  question  the  validity  of  the  plaintiff 's  patent ;  or,  he 
may  show  an  outstanding  title  in  a  third  person,  and  thereby 
protect  his  own  possession.  There  was,  therefore,  no  error  in 
the  first  charge  of  the  court. 

The  second  charge  given  to  the  jury,  was  simply  an  enuncia- 
tion of  one  of  the  propositions  argued  by  the  court  and  decided 
in  the  decision  above  i-eferred  to.  It  must,  therefore,  be  con- 
sidered as  free  from  error. 

The  third  charge  is  simply  a  statement  of  fact  from  the  evi- 
dence, and  a  conclusion  of  law  arising  upon  it.  It  asserts,  that 
the  patent  issued  under  the  pre-emption  laws  of  1834 ;  and 
inasmuch  as  it  comprehends  lands  previously  appropriated  by 
the  government  to  Tallassee  Fixico,  as  an  Indian  reservation, 
therefore  the  patent  is  void.  Tho  fact  that  the  patent  was 
issued  under  the  pre-emption  laws,  we  think  apparent  from  an 
inspection  of  the  patent,  and  of  the  certificate  upon  which  it 
issued.  The  court,  therefore,  committed  no  error  in  announc- 
ing this  fact,  apparent  as  it  is  upon  the  face  of  the  papers  them- 
selves. And  the  conclusion  of  law  is  one  based  directly  upon 
the  decision  of  this  court  above  referred  to.  There  was,  there- 
fore, no  error  in  this  charge. 

Exception  was  also  taken  to  the  admission  of  the  copy  certifi- 
cates and  deeds  offeied  by  the  defendant  in  evidence.  In  the 
admission  of  this  evidence  we  see  no  error.  The  proof  of  the 
loss  of  the  original  certificate  was  duly  made,  and  also  of  its 
contents  :  and  this,  in  our  opinion,  paved  the  way  for  the  intro- 
duction of  a  copy.  The  deeds  were  also  proper  evidence,  as 
conducing  to  show  that  the  defendant  held  under  color  of  title. 
It  is  insisted,  in  argument,  that  the  grant  to  Tallassee  Fixico 
is  void  for  uncertainty.  We  are  of  an  opposite  opinion  ;  but 
the  fact  whether  that  grant  is  void  or  not,  we  do  not  consider 
as  affiBcting  the  present  case.  The  plaintiffs  are  confessedly 
suing  for  what  was  claimed  and  taken  possession  of  under  that 
grant,  and  that  possession  is  traced  down  to  the  defendant,  who 
deriyes  his  possession  from  a  paper  title  in  good  faith ;  and 
that,  as  has  been  already  stated,  constitutes  him  a  holder  under 
color  of  title*  In  this  character,  he  has  the  right  to  impeach 
the  plaintiff's  ptient}  and  eyen  conceding  that  the  grant  to 
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Tallassee  Fixico  was  void  for  uncertainty,  by  the  strict  rules 
of  law,  yet  the  same  results  would  follow,  so  far  as  regards  the 
question  as  to  the  character  of  the  defendant's  tenure. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  is  affirmed. 


DOE  EX  DEM.  BROWN  &  WIFE  r*.  CLEMENTS  & 
HUNT. 

1.  A  ca«e  haviug  been  taken  from  Ihc  »Suprome  Court  of  this  State  to  Iho 
Supremo  Court  of  the  United  States,  the  juilgnient  was  there  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded,  but  the  certlflcatc  of  reversal  did  not  rench  the  former 
court  until  after  the  lai^e  of  more  than  nine  yenn* :  HeM,  that  thiB  did  not 
operate  a  dlHcoutiuuance  of  tlic  caube. 

Motion  for  judgment  in  obedience  to  the  mandate  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  reversing  the  judgment 
rendered  by  this  court  at  tlie  June  term,  1843,  and  remanding 
the  cause. 

F.  S.  Blount,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Daniel  Chandler,  contra. 

CHILTON,  C.  J. — This  court  haviug  rendered  a  judgment 
of  affirmance  in  this  cause,  it  was  taken  by  the  plaintiff  in  error 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  where  the  judgment 
of  tbis  court  was  reversed,  and  the  cause  ordered  to  be  re- 
manded for  further  proceedings.  The  judgment  of  reversal  was 
rendered  in  December,  1844,  but  the  mandate  or  certiJBcate  of 
reversal  did  not  reach  this  court  until  recently,  when  the  oauae 
was  ordered  to  be  placed  upon  the  docket. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  defendants  in  error,  that  we  must  pre- 
sume, after  the  lapse  of  so  long  a  period  of  time,  that  the  par- 
ties have  come  to  some  arrangement  and  settlement  cS  the  litiga- 
tion, and  had  determined  to  discontinue  or  abandon  it,  and  that 
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the  caase  stands  discontinued  by  operation  of  law.  Our  opinion 
i^  otherwise.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  clerk  of  the  Supremo  Court 
of  the  United  States,  to  forward  to  this  court  the  evidence  of 
the  reversal  of  the  judgment,  in  order  that  the  cause  may  be 
disposed  of  in  conformity  to  the  decision  of  that  court.  If  this 
evidence  is  delayed  for  a  period  short  of  that  which  would 
operate  a  bar  of  the  right  to  proceed,  it  should  not  be  allowed 
to  prejudice  the  party  who  succeeded  in  the  court  above,  nor 
does  it  relieve  this  court  from  the  duty  of  carrying  into  execu- 
tion the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Union. 

That  the  failure  of  the  clerks  to  do  their  duty,  in  not  placing 
causes  on  the  docket,  shall  work  no  prejudice  to  the  parties, 
was  settled  by  this  court  in  Wiswall  v.  Glidden,  4  Ala.  R.  357, 
where  it  was  held,  that  the  omission  of  the  clerk  to  place  a  claim 
of  the  trial  of  the  right  of  property  on  the  docket,  until  several 
terms  had  elap^^ed  after  the  claim  was  put  in,  did  not  operate  a 
Jiscontiimance  ;  and  if  the  cause  was  .stricken  from  the  docket, 
a  mandamus  would  lie  to  reinstate  it. 

As  no  ground,  aside  from  that  covered  by  the  decision  of  the 
Appellate  Court,  is  urged  as  a  reason  for  adhering  to  the  aflSrm- 
ance  heretofore  had  in  this  court,  we  have  nothing  to  do  but  to 
order  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  be  reversed,  and  the 
cau  e  to  be  remanded  for  further  proceedings  conformable  to 
the  views  expressed  in  the  opinion  of  the  Federal  Supreme  Court. 

Judgment  accordingly. 


(24 
|1^ 


24    355 
137    174 


SMITH  ET  AL.  VS.  PEARSON, 

1.  An  absolute  bill  of  sale  of  a  slave  decreed  to  etand  only  as  a  mortgage, 
upon  proof  that  the  vendor  was  upwards  of  seventy  years  old, — ^infirm, — 
embarrasaedy — ^his  property  levied  on,  and  about  to  be  sold, — ^and  that  tiie 
vendee,  who  was  hb  son-in-law,  took  advantage  of  all  these  circumstances  to 
make  the  transaction  assume  the  form  of  an  absolute  ?"\le  instead  of  a  mort- 
gage. 

2.  Equity  will  afford  specific  relief,  such  as  a  court  of  law  cannot  give,  against 
«&  inatroment  whioh  was  executed  on  Sunday,  but  purporting  on  its  fuce  to 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


356  ALABAMA. 


Smith  et  al.  v.  Pearson. 


have  been  executed  on  Saturday,  notwithstanding  the  instrument  may  also 
Ije  void  at  law. 


Eerob  to  the  Chancery  Court  of  Tallapoosa. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  James  B.  Clark. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  James  A.  Pearson  against 
Isaac  Smith  and  Isaac  T.  Smith,  the  latter  of  whom  died  during 
the  progress  of  the  suit,  and  his  administrators  were  thereupon 
made  parties.  It  charges,  in  substance,  that  said  Isaac  Smith 
agreed  to  lend  to  complainant  the  sum  of  about  $200,  for  the 
payment  of  which  the  latter  agreed  to  mortgage  three  slaves  ; 
that  the  money  was  advanced,  but  said  Isaac  T.  Smith,  who  was 
the  son  of  said  Isaac,  and  the  son-in-law  of  complainant, 
induced  complainant,  by  false  representations,  and  by  imposing 
upon  his  ignorance  and  confidence,  to  believe  that  the  proper 
way  of  arranging  the  matter  was,  to  make  an  absolute  bill  of 
sale  of  the  slaves,  expressing  therein  the  consideration  of  ?r)00, 
and  to  let  defendants  give  him  their  notes  for  the  difiercnce  be- 
tween that  sum  and  the  amount  advanced  by  said  Isaac  ;  that 
the  transaction  was  accordingly  arranged  in  this  way  ;  that  the 
bill  of  sale  and  the  notes  were  both  executed  on  Sunday,  but, 
having  been  executed  beforehand,  purport  to  bear  date  on  Sat- 
urday preceding.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  is  for  an  account,  re- 
demption, and  general  relief. 

The  defendants  answered,  admitting  the  execution  of  the  bill 
of  sale  and  the  note,  insisting  that  the  transaction  was  an  abso- 
lute sale,  and  denying  all  fraud. 

During  the  progress  of  the  cause,  the  defendants  moved  to 
suppress  the  deposition  of  one  Basil  Adams,  on  the  ground  of 
improper  conduct  in  the  commissioner  by  whom  it  was  taken  ; 
but  the  motion  was  overruled,  and  this  constitutes  one  of  the 
assignments  of  error.  It  is  unnecessary,  however,  to  notice 
this  motion  more  particularly,  as  the  decision  of  the  court  ex- 
presses no  opinion  upon  its  merits.  It  is  also  unnecessary  to 
state  the  evidence  in  detail,  as  the  conclusions  drawn  by  the 
court  are  general,  and  present  no  legal  question. 

On  the  hearing,  the  Chancellor  held  the  bill  of  sale  void  for 
fraud,  and  decreed  its  cancellation ;  also,  that  the  $400  note 
•boald  be  oaooelled }  that  the  defendasts  should  bare  a  lien,  in 
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the  nature  of  a  mortgage,  for  the  money  actually  advanced  to 
complainant  on  the  slaves  ;  and  that  the  complainant  might  re- 
deem the  slaves  on  the  payment  of  the  amount  due. 

This  decree  is  now  assigned  for  error,  together  with  other 
matters  immaterial  to  an  understanding  of  the  points  decided. 

J.  Falkner,  for  plaintiffs  in  error,  contended  that  the  con- 
tract was  void,  because  executed  on  Sunday  (9  Porter  151 ;  5 
Ala.  467  ;  9  ib.  198  ;  Chitty  on  Contracts,  p.  423  ;  5  Blackf. 
Ill) ;  that  a  void  contract  forms  no  cloud  upon  the  title,  and 
the  party  has  his  remedy  at  law  (9  Ala.  198 ;  10  ib.  566) ;  that 
if  the  contract  is  void,  eitherat  common  law  or  by  statute,  it 
cannot  be  enforced  by  either  party  (5  Ala.  467  ;  10  ib.  811) ; 
and  that  the  bill  of  sale  was  not  a  mortgage  (7  Ala.  724  ;  14 
ib.  281). 

White  &  Parsons,  contra. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the 
action  of  the  Chancellor  on  the  motion  to  suppress  the  deposi- 
tion of  Basil  Adams,  for  the  reason,  that  if  his  evidence  is  re- 
jected,  we  all  agree,  upon  a  careful  examination  of  the  whole 
testimony,  that  the  fraud  of  Isaac  T.  Smith  is  sufficiently  es- 
tablished. 

Neither  do  we  consider  the  parties  in  this  case  as  standing  in 
pari  delicto.  The  complainant  is  shown  to  have  been  upwards 
of  seventy  years  of  age, — infirm, — embarrassed, — bis  property 
levied  upon,  and  about  to  be  sold ;  and  the  defendant,  Isaac  T. 
Smith,  was  taking  advantage  of  these  circumstances,  and  of  the 
position  he  occupied  towards  him  as  his  son-in-law,  to  make  the 
transaction  have  the  appearance  of  an  absolute  sale  instead  of  a 
mortgage.  The  party  seeking  relief  was  not  only  acting  under 
circumstances  of  imposition  and  undue  influence,  but  also  of  pe- 
cuniary pressure. — 2  Story's  Eq.  (3  edit.)  §  095  a,  and  cases 
there  cited. 

It  is  urged,  however,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  that 
as  the  transaction  was  executed  on  Sunday,  the  party,  for  that 
reason,  has  his  remedy  at  law.  It  is  true,  that,  if  the  nullity 
of  the  instrument  appeared  upon  its  face,  a  court  of  chancery 
might  refuse  to  interfere,  where  no  discovery  was  soaght^  or 
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defect  of  proof  averred  ( Gray  v.  Matthias,  5  Vcp.  286 ; 
Franco  V.  Bolton,  3  Ves.  368) ;  but  this  is  not  the  case  here. 
The  bill  of  sale  is  dated  on  Saturday;  the  specific  relief  required 
is  such  as  a  court  of  law  cannot  givi),  and  the  iiistrument,  from 
its  very  nature,  and  its  apparant  validity,  is  calculated  to  throw 
doubt  upon  tie  title.  It  is  well  settled,  that  equity,  under  these 
circumstances,  will  maintain  its  jurisdiction,  and  afford  relief, 
notwithstanding  the  instrument  may  be  void  in  law.— -St.  John 
V.  St.  John,  11  Ves,  535 ;  Simpson  v.  Lord  Howden,  3  M.  & 
C;  Bromley  v.  Holland,  7  Ves.  16;  Hamilton  v.  Cummings,  1 
Johns.  Ch.  520;  Elliot  v.  Piersol,  6  Pet.  95. 

It  follows  that  there  was  no  error  in  the  decision,  which  is  af- 
firmed ;  the  plaintifis  in  error  paying  the  costs  of  this  court. 


105    661 

24    368, 
107    34|1 


WALKER  i^^.  PALMER. 

1.  Where  the  hill  alleges  a  negative — t)i»t  defeudant,  who  >va8  complainant  > 
agent  to  soll,lK;camo  lumsclf  the  purcha-^rT  ir<7/*oe// complainant's  consent- - 
which  the  anjswer  denies,  and  alleges  the  nvoi-se  ufifirniative  to  be  tnie — thai 
defendant  Iwcame  the  piirelm=^'r  tvith  comiilainant's  conj^ont— the  aflRrmativi' 
allegation  of  the  an«<weris  not  re«pon«^i-v  n  to  the  hill,  hut  nuiM  l>e  pr<»vfd  In 
defendant  to  make  out  hi:>  defi-iice. 

2.  An  agent  to  sell  eanuot  hiniHelf  bcoonic  the  lun-cliajHT  without  hi?*  pnuci- 
pal's  eonsent :  if  he  isMircty  on  his  principal's  notes  [ov  the  jMirchurro  inoue^  . 
ho  has  the  vlihX  to  <;eenre  hin)<elf.  nnd  the  de»'d.  which  ho  had  takr-ii  from  h\-< 
principal's  vendor  to  him>elf.  would  fj;iA'e  him  a  lien  to  tin-  «»xtx»nt  of  th*' 
money  which  lie  paid  ;  but  if  he  had  other  moneys  of  hU  principal  in  hi.^ 
hands  ut  On-  tinn*  of  \u>  ])nrchas(\  his  lien  wnuhl  1k>  dirainishe<l  to  that  ex- 
tent. 

Error  totlie  Chancery  Court  of  Benton. 
Ileard  before  the  Hon.  E.  D.  Townks. 

This  bill  was  filcfl  by  John  R.  Pulmor  against  Joshua  R. 
Walker.  It  alleges,  substantially,  that  in  1842  defendant,  aj* 
administrator  of  the  estate  of  John  Walker,  who  was  the  father 
of  complainant's  wife,  received  from  her  certain  notes  which  had 
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been  given  to  her  as  a  part  of  her  portion  of  her  father's  estate ; 
that  in  1845  complainant  purchased  a  tract  of  land,  situated  in 
Benton  County,  from  one  Little,  for  about  §350,  and  took  from 
him  a  bond  for  title  on  the  payment  of  tlie  purchase  money ;  that 
in  December,  1845,  said  defendant,  who  resided  in  Benton, 
wrote  to  complainant,  who  then  resided  in  Madison,  requesting 
him  to  send  said  title  bond  to  him  (said  defendant),  saying  that 
he  had  sold  the  land  conditionally  for  $500,  if  complainant  was 
willing  to  take  that  sum  for  it,  and  intimating  that  this  was  a 
good  price  ;  "  that  said  bond  for  titles  was  accordingly  placed 
in  the  hands  of  said  defendant,  to  enable  him  to  sell,  or  consum- 
mate a  sale  of,  said  tract  of  land  for  complainant ;  that  said  de- 
fendant obtained  the  possession  of  said  bond  for  titles,  and  the  .^. 
control  and  management  of  said  land,  not  by  any  purchase  of 
either  from  complainant,  but  to  enable  him  to  effect  a  sale  of  the 
land,  and  to  rent  it  out,  and  receive  the  rents  annually  until  it 
was  sold ;  that  since  complainant  purchased  said  land,  said  de- 
fendant has  rented  it  out  for  several  years,  and  received  the 
rents  and  profits,  and  has  cultivated  a  portion  of  it  himself ; 
that  the  value  of  the  rents  and  profits  thus  received  by  defendant 
amount  to  at  least  $850 ;  that  after  said  defendant  thus  ob- 
tained possession  of  said  bond  for  titles,  and  the  control  of 
said  land,  he  delivered  up  said  title  bond  to  said  Little,  without 
the  knowledge  or  consent  of  complainant,  and  obtained  from  said 
Little  a  deed  conveying  the  legal  title  to  said  lands  to  himself ; 
that  complainant  never  sold  said  title  bond,  nor  made  any  trans- 
fer thereof  to  any  person,  and  never  authorized  the  execution  of 
said  deed  to  said  defendant ;  that  said  defendant,  since  obtain- 
ing said  deed,  has  instituted  his  action  of  trespass  to  try  titles 
against  complainant,  as  well  as  for  damages  by  way  of  rent  for 
said  land,  which  action  is  pending  and  undetermined  ;  that  said 
Little  has  now  no  interest  in  said  land,  and  that  said  defendant 
18  asserting  title  thereto  for  himself,  and  in  hostility  to  the  rights 
of  complainant."  The  prayer  of  the  bill  is,  for  an  injunction 
of  said  action  at  law,  '^  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits, 
moneys  and  other  things,  which  defendant  has  received  on  ac- 
count of  said  land  since  the  date  of  said  bond  for  titles ;"  that, 
on  final  hearing,  the  legal  title  to  said  land  be  divested  out  of 
said  defendant,  and  invested  in  complainant ;  and  for  general 
relief. 
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Walker's  letter  to  complainant,  dated  December  26,  1845, 
is  made  an  exhibit  to  the  bill,  and  contains  this  extract:  ''  I 
have  sold  your  land  conditionally  for  0500 ;  and  if  you  are 
satisfied,  bring  or  send  mc  the  title  bond,  and,  if  the  man  comes, 
I  will  close  the  contract.  The  profit  is  something  these  times  ; 
there  is  more  land  to  sell  here.  I  want  you  to  write  me,  as 
soon  as  you  receive  these  lines,  what  you  think  of  the  sale  of 
the  land." 

The  defendant  answered,  alleging  that  he  was  surety  for 
complainant  on  his  notes  to  Little  for  the  purchase  money  of  the 
land ;  that  he  paid  these  notes,  and  took  the  title  to  himself, 
with  the  consent  and  approbation  of  the  complainant ;  that  he 
received  rent  for  the  laud,  on  account  of  complainant,  for  the 
year  1846,  but  not  afterwards  ;  that  he  made  the  purchase  for 
himself  in  the  spring  of  1847,  and  look  Little's  deed  on  the 
25th  of  November,  1848 ;  that  complainant  authorized  him,  in 
conversations  had  after  the  date  of  the  letter  of  December, 
1845,  to  sell  as  best  he  could,  or  take  the  land  himself. 

There  is  testimony  showing':  that,  in  1848,  the  land  was  worth 
from  $600  to  $800  ;  that  defendant  rented  out  the  land,  during 
the  years  1846,  1847  and  1848,  as  agent  of  complainant.  But 
there  is  no  evidence  showing  that  defendant  took  the  deed  for  the 
land  in  his  own  name  with  the  consent  and  approbation  of  com- 
plainant. 

The  Chancellor  decreed  in  favor  of  the  complainant,  enjoin- 
ing the  action  at  law,  and  directing  the  master  to  take  and  state 
an  account  between  the  parties ;  and  this  decree  is  now  assigned 
for  error. 

Walker  &  Martin,  and  John  Foster,  for  plaintiff  in  error : 
As  a  general  rule,  an  answer,  when  responsive  to  an  allegation 
in  the  bill,  must  be  disproved  by  two  witnesses ;  and  that  this 
may  require  complainant  to  prove  a  negative  does  not  relieve 
him  from  the  operation  of  the  rule, — 2  Story's  Eq.  §  1528  ; 
3  Ala.  478;  Hogan  v.  Smith,  16  ib.  600 ;  14  i6.  370 ;  8  Paige 
557  ;  1  Walker's  R.  (Michigan)  267.  The  case  in  6  Ala.  618 
is  but  an  exception  to  the  general  rule,  depending  upon  its  pecu- 
liar circumstances,  and  has  no  application  to  the  case  at  bar. 
If  this  rule  is  allowed  to  prevail,  it  must  prove  fatal  to  the  com* 
plainant's  OMe. 
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The  statute  of  frauds  has  no  application  to  a  contract  which 
has  been  executed,  as  in  this  case. — Andrews  &  Bro.  v.  Jones, 
10  Ala.  421 ;  Brown  v.  Bellows,  4  Pick.  179 ;  Philbrook  v. 
Belknap,  6  Verm.  388.  Otherwise,  that  statute  would  be  con- 
verted into  an  engine  of  fraud  and  oppression. — Brewer  v. 
Brewer  &  Logan,  19  Ala.  481 ;  Burt  v.  Henry,  10  ib.  874. 

The  land  was  purchased  by  complainant  in  September,  1845  ; 
he  remained  in  possession  but  a  few  weeks,  abandoned  the  land, 
and  desired  to  abandon  the  contract,  and  did  not  return  to  the 
land  until  1851.  He  cannot  recover,  because  he  does  not  bring 
into  court,  nor  offer  to  repay  to  respondent,  the  money  advanced 
by  him :  he  who  seeks  equity,  must  do  equity. — Story's  £q. 
PL  §  §  257,  258 ;  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  §  693. 

Admitting  that  defendant,  as  complainant's  agent,  had  re- 
ceived the  amounts  due  the  latter  for  rent  as  charged  in  the 
bill,  still  he  would  have  bad  no  right  to  appropriate  them  to  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  money  of  the  land,  without  the  con- 
sent of  his  principal. — Cherry  v.  Belcher,  5  Stew.  &  P.  133 ; 
McBroom  v.  Governor,  6  Porter  32 ;  1  Ala.  121 ;  1  Stew.  & 
P.  486. 

This  is  not  the  case  of  an  agent  to  sell  merely  becoming  the 
purchaser  for  his  own  benefit.  Complainant  specifically  author'* 
ized  and  requested  the  defendant  to  pay  the  purchase  money  and 
take  the  land,  and  this  request  was  not  recalled  until  long  after 
it  had  been  executed.  The  statements  of  the  answer  upon  this 
point  are  directly  responsive  to  the  bill. — Caldwell  v.  GilUs,  2 
Porter  526.  To  invalidate  this,  would  amount  to  a  denial  to 
the  parties  of  the  right  to  contract  for  themselves. — 14  Ala. 
49.  The  weight  of  proof  on  this  subject  is  in  favor  of  the 
truth  of  the  answer :  complainant  abandoned  the  idea  of  moving 
to  the  land  in  the  fall  of  1846 ;  he  solicited  Little  to  do  precisely 
the  same  thing  that  defendant  afterwards  did,  in  reference  to 
taking  the  land ;  he  authorized  the  defendant  to  sell  the  land 
on  the  same  terms  to  any  other  person ;  he  acquiesced  in  the 
purchase  by  defendant  from  the  spring  of  1847  to  the  spring  of 
1851,  neither  demanding  rent,  nor  making  any  arrangement  to 
pay  the  purchase  money  ;  all  of  which  shows  that  he  regarded 
the  sale  to  defendant  as  valid  and  binding,  and  only  sought  to 
revoke  it  when  extraneous  circumstances  had  ^ven  an  increaaed 
value  to  the  land. 
24 
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Rice  &  Mokoan,  and  Wm.  H.  Forney,  corUra  : 

The  admissions  of  Walker  in  his  answer,  and  in  his  letter  of 
December,  1845,  and  the  evidence  in  the  case,  show  that  Wal- 
ker was  Palmer's  agent  to  sell  or  rent  the  land.  Aside  from 
the  fraud  which  vitiated  Walker's  purchase,  and  which  clearly 
appears  in  the  proof,  the  mere  fact  of  his  agency  for  Palmer  for- 
bade his  taking  the  land  on  his  own  account. — Andrews  &  Bro. 
V.  Jones,  10  Ala.  R.  401 ;  Same  v.  Same,  ib.  461 ;  Story  on 
Agency,  200  to  205  ;  3  Munf.  282 ;  5  Dana  469  ;  5  Paige  650. 

The  fact  that  Walker  was  Palmer's  surety  on  the  notes  given 
for  the  porchase  money  of  the  land,  gives  him  no  lien  on  the 
land. — Foster  v.  Athenenm,  3  Ala.  258. 

The  answer  alleges,  also,  that  Palmer  consented  that  Walker 
should  pay  the  purchase  money,  and  take  the  title  to  himself; 
but  in  this  respect  the  answer  is  not  evidence.  The  allegation 
of  the  bill  is  negative :  that  Palmer  did  not  consent  that  Walker 
should  take  the  title  to  himself;  while  the  answer  alleges, 
affirmatively,  that  the  arrangement  was  made  with  Pahner's 
consent.  Such  an  answer  does  not  throw  the  oniLs  probandi  on 
the  complainant. — Carpenter  v.  Devon,  6  Ala.  718  ;  Manning 
V.  Manning,  8  Ala.  138;  Dunn  v.  Dunn,  ib,  784. 

The  testimony  shows  that,  when  Walker  made  the  purchase 
for  himself,  and  paid  the  purchase  money,  the  land  was  worth 
from  $600  to  $S00,  and  at  that  time  Walker  owed  Palmer,  for 
rents  received,  more  than  the  sum  he  paid  out  for  the  land. 

PHELAN,  J. — The  bill  in  this  case  alleges,  that  the  title 
bond  from  Little  was  delivered  to  the  defendant,  Walker,  as 
agent  of  the  complainant,  to  enable  him  to  make  sale  of  the 
land ;  but  expressly  avers,  that  it  was  not  transferred  or  sold  to 
him ;  and  further  alleges,  that  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money,  by  Walker  to  Little,  and  the  making  of  the  deed  from 
the  latter  to  the  former,  was  not  with  the  knowledge  or  consent 
of  complainant. 

Walker,  in  his  answer,  denies  these  allegations ;  and  the 
answer  goes  on  to  aver,  affirmatively,  that  the  transaction  was 
with  Palmer's  consent.  There  is  no  proof  to  this  point,  except 
what  is  furnished  by  the  bill  and  answer  ;  and  this  raises  the 
question,  whether  such  an  answer  is  responsive  to  the  bill,  and 
proof,  of  i1»elf^  requiring  two  witnesses,  or  one  with  corrobora- 
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ting  circumstances,  to  overcome  its  force.  The  averment  of  the 
bill  is  the  averment  of  a  negative,  viz.,  that  the  taking  of  the 
deed  to  himself  by  Walker  was  without  the  consent  of  Palmer. 
If  the  answer  had  simply  denied  the  truth  of  this  negation,  how 
would  the  case  stand  1  Would  it  be  incumbent  on  Palmer  to 
prove,  in  order  to  make  out  his  case,  that  he  did  Tiot  consent? 
To  prove  this  description  of  negative  averment,  involves  a  moral 
impossibility,  and  is  therefore  not  required,  no  matter  from 
which  party  it  comes.  But,  if  Walker  defends  on  the  ground 
that  Palmer  did  consent,  that  is  readily  susceptible  of  proof, 
and  Walker  must  accordingly  prove  it.  Palmer  makes  an  aver- 
ment which  he  is  not  bound  to  prove ;  but  it  was  material  to 
his  case,  and  Walker  was  bound  either  to  admit  or  deny  it ; 
and,  if  he  denies  it,  to  verify  that  denial  in  the  only  way  in 
which  such  a  denial  can  be  verified,  by  proving  directly  and 
positively  the  existence  of  a  fact  or  facts  incompatible  with  its 
claim  to  truth.  All  this  Walker  cannot  get  over  by  simply 
averring,  as  if  in  response,  that  which  he  is  bound  on  his  part  to 
prove,  namely,  that  Palmer  did  consent.  This  was  strictly  a 
part  of  his  defence — matter  in  avoidance,  which  he  must  prove. 
2  Story's  Eq.  §  1529 ;  2  Phil.  Ev.  (C.  &  H.)  483  et  seq. ;  1 
Stark.  Ev>  37T ;  6  Ala.  718  ;  8  ib.  138  and  784. 

The  proof  in  the  case,  throwing  out  this  affirmative  allegation 
of  the  answer,  goes  clearly  to  show  that  Walker  was  only  an 
agent  for  Palmer  to  make  sale  of  this  land ;  and  the  question 
now  recurs.  Could  he  take  a  valid  deed  to  himself  from  Little, 
as  against  his  principal.  Palmer,  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  ?  An  agent  to  make  sale  of  property  can  no  more  sell 
such  property  to  himself,  than  a  man  can  sell  his  own  property 
to  himself;  for,  in  respect  to  such  property,  the  agent  stands  in 
the  place  ef  the  principal :  he  can  only  buy,  then,  by  contract 
with  his  principal. — Story  on  Agency,  210  et  seq. 

The  proof  here  does  not  show,  nor  conduce  to  show,  a  contract 
between  Palmer  and  Walker  for  the  sale  of  this  land.  Walker^s 
letter  of  December,  1845,  says,  in  substance :  ^^  I  have  sold 
your  land  conditionally  to  another  person,  for  $500 ;  if  yon  are 
satisfied  with  the  price,  send  or  bring  mo  your  title  bond  from 
Little,"  &c.  The  bond  is  sent  pursuant  to  this  request.  This 
was  no  sale  of  the  bond  to  Palmer,  nor  did  it  authorize  him  to 
take  the  land  at  the  price  named.    Even  if  he  bad  paid  the 
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purchase  money,  and  procured  a  deed  to  be  made  to  himself  in 
some  short  time  after  the  date  of  his  letter  and  the  receipt  of 
the  bond,  such  a  proceeding  would  have  been  without  authority 
from  Palmer,  and  would  have  conferred  no  valid  title  as  against 
him ;  because  Walker  was  made  an  agent  to  sell  to  another, 
and  could  not  therefore  buy  himself. — Story,  supra. 

But  the  proof  shows,  that  Walker  rented  out  the  land  in 
1846  and  1847,  as  the  agent  of  Palmer,  and  in  1848  he  takes  a 
deed  to  himself  from  Little,  without  further  correspondence 
with  Palmer,  so  far  as  we  are  informed.  By  this  time,  too,  the 
land  had  appreciated  and  was  worth  from  0600  to  $800.  If 
he  had  sold  the  land  to  another  in  1848,  at  the  price  of  $500, 
he  would  have  been  guilty  of  fraud  or  negligence  towards  his 
principal,  even  if  his  sale  had  been  valid  as  respects  the  purcha- 
ser ;  but,  as  between  himself  and  his  principal,  the  transaction 
cannot  be  supported,  and  he  will  be  held  to  be  a  trustee  of  the 
legal  title  for  the  benefit  of  his  principal. 

The  payment  by  Walker  of  the  purchase  money  due  to  Little, 
on  the  ground  that  he  was  bound  as  a  surety  on  the  notes  of 
Palmer,  would  give  him  no  other  right  than  to  secure  himself. — 
The  deed,  which  he  took  in  his  own  name,  would  give  him  a  lien 
to  the  extent  of  the  money  he  paid,  and  if  he  had  moneys  of 
his  principal  in  hand  at  the  time,  derived  from  rent  or  any  other 
source,  his  Hen  would  be  diminished  to  the  extent  of  the  money 
so  held. 

The  decree  below  is  in  accordance  with  these  views,  and  is 
affirmed  ;  and  the  cause  will  be  remanded,  that  it  may  go  to 
the  master  to  take  and  state  an  account. 


TURNER  ET  AL.  vs.  COLE. 

L  When  ED  proYision  is  made  for  the  wife  by  her  husband's  will,  she  may 
eliUm  the  provisloii  which  the  law  makes  for  her,  without  dissenting  from 
the  wm  as  prescribed  by  the  act  of  1812  (Clay's  Digest  172  §  3). 

2.  Adultery  en  the  part  of  the  wife  is  no  bar  to  her  claim  for  a  distributive 
8h«ra  in  her  husband's  estate  under  the  act  of  1812  (lb.  173  §  4). 
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3.  If  the  widow  fails  to  present  her  claim  for  her  distributive  share  of  her 
deceased  husband's  estate  to  his  personal  representativeB  until  after  the 
estate  has  been  flnallj  settled  by  due  course  of  law,  her  remedj  against  him 
and  his  sureties  is  gone,  and  she  must  follow  the  assets  in  the  hands  of  the 
heir  or  distributee. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Mobile. 
Heard  before  the  Hen.  J.  W.  Lesesne. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  Sophia  Cole,  the  appellee,  against 
John  E.  Turner  and  Hannah,  his  wife,  Charles  A.  Deshon, 
Samuel  Myers,  J.  C.  Dubose  and  Henry  Myers.    It  alleges, 
substantially,  that  the  complainant  was  the  lawful  wife  of 
John  Cole,  late  of  Mobile,  deceased,  having  been  married  to 
him  in  England  in  1816  ;  that  they  there  lived  together  as 
man  and  wife  some  twelve  or  fifteen  years,  when  said  John 
formed  an  illicit  connection  with  said  Hannah  Turner,  then 
Hannah  Cottrell ;  that  said  John  then  deserted  complainant, 
and,  in  company  with  said  Hannah^  came  to  Mobile,  and 
there  settled ;  that  said  Cole  was  a  butcher  by  occupation, 
and  in  the  course  of  time,  while  so  living  in  Mobile,  amassed 
a  large  fortune,  consisting  of  real  and  personal  property  ; 
that  he  departed  this  life  in  1846,  leaving  a  last  will  and  tes- 
tament, in  which  no  provision  whatever  is  made  for  com- 
plainant ;    that  said  Hannah,  who,  as  complainant  is  inform- 
ed, assumed  the  name  of  Hannah  Cole,  after  complainant's 
desertion  by  her  said  husband,  and  pretended  to  be  the  law- 
ful wife  of  said  Cole,  is  made  his  principal  legatee ;  that  said 
Hannah,  and  defendants  Charles  Deshon  and  Samuel  Myers, 
were  appointed  executors  of  said  will ;   that  the  said  Han- 
nah and  Deshon  qualified  as  executor  and  executrix,  with 
defendants  Dubose  and  Henry  Myers  as  their  sureties  on 
their  official  bond,  and  have  taken  possession  of  all  the 
property,  both  real  and  personal,  belonging  to  said  estate ; 
that  complainant  gave  them  notice,  soon  after  her  said  hus- 
band's death,  of  her  rights  as  his  wife,  and  claimed  as  such 
whatever  the  law  would  allow  her  in  said  estate  ;  that  her 
claims  were  entirely  disregarded  by  them,  and  that  said  Han- 
nah has  converted  all  the  assets  of  said  estate  to  her  own 
use  ;  that  said  Cole  left  few  or  no  debts,  and  some  trifling 
legacies  to  persons  residing  in  England,  all  of  which  have 
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been  paid ;  that  a  large  estate  was  left,  after  the  payment  of 
said  debts  and  legacies,  which  went  into  the  hands  of  the 
said  Hannah,  who  still  retains  the  same  ;  that  the  said  Han- 
nah and  Deshon  deny  complainant's  rights  as  widow  and  rel- 
ict of  said  Oole,  and  said  Hannah  (who  has  since  intermar- 
ried with  said  John  E.Turner),  claims  to  be  his  widow  her- 
self,  and  also  claims  the  entire  property  devised  to  her  by 
said  will  to  the  exclusion  of  complainant ;  that  the  personal 
property  received  by  said  executor  and  executrix  amounted 
to  $15,000  ;  that,  according  to  the  statutes  of  this  State, 
complainant's  disti*ibutive  share  of  her  said  husband's  estate 
is  one  half  of  the  personal  property. 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  is,  that  said  executors  and  their 
sureties  be  held  liable  to  complainant  for  her  distributive 
share  of  her  said  husband's  estate;  that  they  may  be  required 
to  exhibit  a  true  inventory  and  appraisement  of  the  per- 
sonal property  of  said  estate  ;  that  an  account  may  be  taken 
of  the  same ;  and  for  general  relief. 

John  E,  Turner  answers  the  bill,  disclaiming  all  interest 
in  the  suit.  Said  Hannah  Turner  and  Deshon  file  their  sep- 
arate answers,  in  which  they  set  forth  the  condition  of  their 
testator's  estate,  showing  that  the  personal  property  thereof 
amounts  to  about  $5000  :  they  profess  ignorance  of  the  fact 
of  complainant's  alleged  marriage  with  said  John  Cole,  and 
require  proof  of  that  fact ;  they  admit  that  they  have  heard 
such  a  rumor,  and  allege  that,  if  such  is  the  fact,  complain- 
ant eloped  from  the  bed  and  board  of  said  Cole,  in  1828  or 
1829,  with  one  Dawty,  with  whom  she  lived  in  adultery  sev- 
eral years  until  his  death  ;  admit  that  complainant  and  said 
Cole,  at  one  time,  lived  together  as  man  and  wife,  but  re- 
quire proof  of  their  actual  marriage ;  admit  that  a  child  was 
born  during  their  co-habitation,  and  allege  that  it  died  in 
infancy.  Said  Hannah  alleges  that  she  was  lawfully  married 
to  said  Cole,  or,  at  all  events,  believed  herself  to  be  law- 
fully married  to  him  ;  that  she  did  not  know,  at  the  time  of 
her  marriage  with  him,  that  complainant  .was  his  wife,  if 
such  was  the  fact ;  that  complainant,  by  her  adulterous  inter- 
course with  said  Dawty  and  others  since  her  elopement  from 
said  Cole,  has  forfeited  all  claim  to  any  part  of  his  estate  : 
she  admits  the  execution  of  said  will  by  said  Cole,  that  the 
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personal  property  of  said  estate  is  in  her  hands,  and  that  she 
claims  it  as  her  own ;  denies  having  had  any  knowl- 
edge of  complainant  or  her  claims  during  the  progress  of 
the  administration  of  said  estate,  but  supposed  her  long  since 
dead;  denies  that  she  has  converted  said  property  to  her  own 
use,  and  states  that  the  whole  of  it,  except  one  female  slave 
and  her  four  children,  is  now  in  her  possession.  Deshon's 
answer  denies  complainant's  marriage  with  Cole,  and  admits 
all  the  allegations  of  the  bill  not  contradicted  as  above  sta- 
ted. 

The  evidence  establishes  the  following  facts :  That  com- 
plainant and  said  Cole  were  married  in  1816  or  1817,  and 
lived  together  as  man  and  wife  for  several  years,  during 
which  time  complainant  gave  birth  to  a  female  child,  which 
died  in  infancy  ;  that  an  illicit  intercourse  grew  up,  several 
years  after  their  marriage,  between  said^Cole  and  one  Ann 
Partridge  ;  that  complainant  and  said  Cole  often  quarreled 
on  that  subject;  that  complainant,  in  1828  or  1829,  eloped 
from  her  said  husband's  bed  and  board,  with  one  Dawty, 
carrying  with  them  all,  or  nearly  all,  of  her  husband's  ef- 
fects ;  that  she  lived  in  adultery  with  said  Dawty  until  his 
death,  and  afterwards  intermarried  with  one  Williams ;  that 
she  and  said  Williams  lived  together  as  man  and  wife  for 
several  years,  and  then  separated,  and  there  is  no  proof  that 
said  Williams  is  now  dead  ;  that  she  had  two  children  by 
said  Dawty  while  living  in  adultery  with  him  ;  that  said 
Hannah,  about  the  time  she  was  coming  to  this  country  with 
said  Cole,  was  informed  that  he  was  married,  but  said  Cole 
then  called  her  his  wife,  or.  said  that  he  intended  to  marry 
her ;  that  said  Cole  and  Hannah  came  to  Mobile  in  1833  as 
man  and  wife,  and  lived  together  as  such  from  that  time  un- 
til his  death,  in  1846 ;  that  his  estate  was  finally  settled,  af- 
ter the  lapse  of  eighteen  months  from  the  grant  of  letters 
testamentary,  before  the  Orphans'  Court  of  Mobile,  without 
complainant's  claim  being  presented  to  the  executors  ;  and 
there  is  no  proof  that  either  the  executor  or  executrix  knew 
of  the  existence  of  her  claim. 

The  Chancellor  decreed  in  favor  of  complainant,  holding 
that  she  was  entitled  to  one  half  of  the  personal  estate  of 
said  Cole  as  his  widow.    To  reverse  this  deoree  an  appeal  is 
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taken,  and  it  is  here  assigned  for  error,  first,  that  the  Chan- 
cellor granted  the  relief  sought  by  the  bill ;  second,  that  the 
bill  ought  to  have  been  dismissed ;  third,  that  the  decree  is 
erroneous,  in  granting  any  relief,  and  in  decreeing  to  com- 
plainant any  portion  of  the  personal  estate  of  said  testator : 
fourth,  that  the  court  erred  in  decreeing  against  Deshon,  and 
against  the  sureties  on  the  bond  of  the  executor  and  exec- 
utrix. 

E.  S,  Dabgan  and  John  J.  Taylor,  for  appellants : 

At  common  law,  a  husband  could  give  away  his  whole  per- 
sonal estate,  and  thereby  defeat  the  claim  of  his  widow  and  next 
of  kin.— 2  Black-  Com.  492 ;  1  Will  Ex.  pp.  1  to  4.  By 
our  statute,  the  widow  may  dissent  from  the  will,  and  claim  her 
distributive  share. — ^Touhnin's  Digest,  258, 259 ;  Clay's  Digest, 
172.  But  if  she  does  not  dissent  within  the  time,  and  accord* 
ing  to  the  mode,  pointed  out  in  the  statute,  she  can  claim  noUi- 
ing  in  opposition  to  the  will. — 8  Leigh  400,  409  ;  2  Dana  843; 
ib.  665 ;  7  Iredell  72 ;  6  ifr.  273.  The  cases  of  Green  v. 
Green,  7  Porter  19,  McLeod  and  Wife  v.  McDonald  and  Wife, 
6  Ala.  286,  Hilliard  v.  Binford  and  Wife,  10  ib.  977,  and  Mar- 
tin  V.  Martin,  22  Ala.  86,  are  not  in  conflict  with  this  propo- 
sition ;  for,  in  each  one  of  those  cases,  the  application  was  for 
dower  in  real  estate,  which  is  a  common-law  right,  independent 
of  statute  'y  but  the  distributive  share  of  the  personalty,  in 
opposition  to  the  will,  is  a  right  arising  exclusively  from  the 
statute,  and  the  complainant  must  show  that  she  has  done  every 
thing  that  will  entitle  her  to  claim  under  the  statute :  her  fail- 
ure to  dissent  from  the  will,  according  to  the  statute,  leaves  her 
rights  as  they  stood  at  common  law,  which  would  be  cut  off  by 
her  husband's  will. 

If  it  be  considered  that  her  claim  to  a  share  of  the  personal 
estate  is  part  of  the  dower,  then,  we  insist,  complainant  has 
forfeited  it  by  her  elopement  and  adultery.  Adultery  was  made 
a  forfeiture  of  dower  by  the  act  of  Westminister  2,  Edward  I, 
which  was  passed  long  before  the  emigration  of  our  ances- 
tors from  England,  and  therefore  forms  a  part  of  our  common 
law.— 1  Kent's  Com.  473 ;  5  Peters  223 ;  8  Pick.  814  to  317  ; 
4  Paige  198 ;  4  Rawle  833 ;  Parke  on  Dower,  228. 

When  an  estate  has  been  distributed  by  an  executor  aerard* 
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ing  to  the  mlly  T?ithout  knowledge  of  a  claim  paramount  to  the 
title  of  the  legatees,  he  cannot  be  held  liable  to  such  claim,  bat 
the  party  must  pnrsae  his  rights  against  the  legatees. — Sawyer 
V.  Birchmore,  15  En.  Ch.  R.  392  ;  David  v.  Frowd,  7  Con. 
En.  Ch.  R.  4.  Admit  that  Mrs.  Hannah  Cole,  when  she  mar- 
ried Cole  in  1882,  knew  that  complainant  was  his  wife,  and  yet 
never  heard  of  her  from  that  time  until  the  year  1850 ;  and 
suppose  that  she  had  stated  to  the  Orphans'  Court  that  Cole 
had  a  wife,  who  abandoned  him  in  1827  and  lived  in  adultery 
with  another  man,  and  that  she  had  not  been  heard  from  since 
1832  or  1838.  The  law,  in  such  case,  would  have  presumed 
her  death.— 1  Eouv.  Law  Die.  418 ;  1  Phil  Ev.  159 ;  24 
Wend.  221;  4  Wharton's  R.  173.  The  final  settlement  of 
the  estate,  therefore,  relieves  the  executors  from  all  accounta- 
bility, and  the  complainant  can  go  against  Mrs.  Turner  only  as 
having  possession  of  the  property.  The  act  of  1843,  which 
requires  that  the  administrator  shall  state  the  names  of  all  the 
distributees,  cannot  charge  him,  when  he  had  no  notice  what- 
ever of  the  existence  of  such  person. 

Percy  Walker,  contra  : 

1.  Admitting  adultery  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  error, 
she  is  nevertheless  entitled  to  her  distributive  share  of  her  hus- 
band's estate.  Our  statutes  have  not  changed  the  common  law 
on  the  subject  of  dower ;  and  by  the  common  law  adultery  on 
the  part  of  the  wife  was  no  bar  to  dower ;  a  divorce  a  mensa 
et  tharoy  at  common  law,  did  not  bar  dower.  The  common  law 
was  changed,  in  England,  by  the  statute  of  Westminister  2  ; 
but  this  statute  has  never  been  adopted  in  this  State,  and  it 
forms  no  part  of  our  common  law. — Fitzpatrick  v.  Edgar,  5 
Ala.  499  ;  7  Sm.  &  Mar.  161 ;  16  S.  &  R.  13  ;  2  Binney  1 ; 
1  Dall.  (Penn.)  57 ;  4  ib.  168.  But  even  if  this  statute  was  in 
force  here,  our  statute  of  1812  abrogates  the  rule  contended  for, 
and  gives  the  distributive  share  without  making  it  dependent 
on  the  wife's  virtue. — 1  Lomax's  Dig.  109  ;  2  Brock.  256 ;  4 
Comstock's  R.  95.  Distribution  is  regulated  by  the  law  of  the 
domicil  of  the  deceased.— 2  S.  &M.  617;  1  Mason  381 ;  2 
Lomax  on  Ex.,  pp.  222,  223,  and  note. 

2.  As  no  provision  was  made  for  complainant  by  her  hus- 
band's will,  no  dissent  on  her  part  was  necessary  to  entitle  her 
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to  a  distribative  share  of  bis  estate.  An  examination  of  the 
statute  of  1812  shows  this  to  be  the  proper  construction  of  it ; 
and  the  construction  is  sustained  by  several  decisions  of  this 
court,  and  of  other  courts  upon  similar  statutes. — Green  v. 
Green,  7  Porter  19;  Hilliard  and  Wife  v.  Binford,  10  Ala. 
977 ;  Martin  v.  Martin,  22  Ala.  86 ;  Graven  v.  Craven,  2 
Dev.  Eq.  R.  388 ;  Cummings  v.  Daniel  and  Wife,  9  Dana 
861*;  14  Vermont  R.  120. 

8.  Gomplainaot's  claim,  if  upon  the  assets,  is  piimarily 
chargeable  against  the  portion  of  the  residuary  legatee,  although 
she  may  have  acted  in  good  faith,  and  been  ignorant  of  com  - 
plainant's  rights  until  asserted  by  the  bill.  The  sureties  of  the 
executrix  are  in  no  better  position  to  resist  complainant's  dum 
than  the  executrix  herself.  They  undertook  for  her  faithful 
administration ;  and  her  first  duty  was,  to  present  complain- 
ant's interest.  There  is  no  reason  why  they  should  be  treated 
with  more  indulgence  in  this  case  than  in  others ;  and  if  they 
could  have  been  made  liable  at  any  time  to  complainant,  that 
liability  continues  until  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. — 

6  Porter  898 ;  9  ib.  697  :  21  Ala.  438.  The  sureties  can 
claim  no  protection  under  the  decree  of  the  Orphans'  Court, 
as  that  court  had  no  power  to  discharge  them. — Carroll  v.  Moore, 

7  Ala.  615. 

GIBBONS,  J. — It  must  now  be  deemed  the  settled  law  of 
this  court,  that  where  no  provision  is  made  for  the  wife  by  the 
will  of  the  husband,  it  is  not  necessary  for  her  to  dissent  from 
the  will,  as  prescribed  by  the  act  of  1812  (Clay's  Digest  172  § 
8),  in  order  to  avail  herself  of  the  provision  which  the  law  makes 
in  her  favor. — Green  v.  Green,  7  Porter  19 ;  Martin's  Heirs 
and  Administrators  v.  Martin,  22  Ala.  86.  The  objection, 
therefore,  that  the  complainant  in  the  court  below  did  not  dis- 
sent from  the  will  of  the  said  John  Cole,  within  the  time  pre- 
scribed by  law,  cannot  avail  the  defendant  as  a  bar  to  her  rights, 
as  no  provision  whatever  was  made  for  her  in  said  will. 

But  it  is  insisted,  that,  although  the  complainant  may  not 
be  barred  by  reason  of  her  failure  to  dissent  from  the  will  of 
her  husband  within  the  time  prescribed  by  law,  yet,  by  her 
adultery  after  she  eloped  from  her  husband,  she  has  forfeited 
ber  dower  rights,  and  therefore  cannot  obtain  the  relief  which 
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she  seeks.  In  support  of  this  position,  it  is  insisted,  that, 
although,  by  the  common  law,  adultery  did  not  operate  a  for- 
feiture of  dower,  yet,  by  the  act  of  Westminister  2,  Edward  I,  it 
was  made  to  have  that  effect;  and,  inasmuch  as  that  act  was  passed 
prior  to  the  settlement  of  ihis  country  by  our  ancestors,  it  muet 
be  considered  as  part  of  the  common  law  in  this  country  ;  and 
therefore,  regarding  this  statute  as  in  force  in  this  Stat^  as  a 
part  of  the  common  law,  the  complainant  is  barred  of  all  claims 
in  the  premises.  In  the  view  which  we  take  of  the  case  made 
by  the  record,  we  do  not  deem  it  important  to  decide  whether 
the  English  act  referred  to  is  in  force  in  this  State,  as  a  part  of 
the  common  law,  or  not.  The  bill  is  filed,  not  for  dower  proper 
in  the  lands  of  the  decedent,  but  for  a  distributive  share  of  the 
personal  estate  of  the  said  John  Cole.  We  do  not  regard  the 
claim  set  up  as  a  common  law  claim,  but  one  purely  statutory — 
not  of  dower  proper,  but  as  heir  to  the  deceased.  We  regartl 
the^  second  section  of  the  act  of  1812  (Clay's  Digest  173  §  4), 
not  as  enlarging  merely  the  dower  rights  of  the  wife,  but  as 
creating  an  heir  to  the  husband's  personal  estate  unknown  to 
the  common  law.  This  statute  we  regard  as  making  a  species 
of  forced  heir  in  the  wife  as  to  the  personal  estate  of  the  hus- 
band, which  be  can  in  no  way  defeat  by  his  will  or  otherwise. 
This  act,  creating  as  it  does  an  heir  to  the  personal  estate  who 
takes  absolutely  what  falls  to  her,  has  to  be  construed  by  itself, 
and  is  not  to  be  considered  dower,  nor  is  it  subject  to  any  of 
the  disabilities  of  dower ;  but,  being  the  creation  of  a  right 
unknown  to  the  common  law,  purely  statutory,  it  can  only  be 
subject  to  the  disabilities  created  by  the  statute  itself  calling  it 
into  existence.  In  this  view  of  the  case,  it  becomes  entirely 
immaterial  whether  adultery  in  this  State  operates  a  forfeiture 
of  dower  or  not,  as  the  demand  set  up  by  the  bill  is  not  one  of 
dower,  which  is  a  common  law  right,  but  a  demand  as  heir  (a 
forced  heir,  if  you  will,  of  the  deceased),  which  is  a  right  purely 
statutory ;  and  as  the  s  tatute  creating  this  right  has  not  thought 
proper  to  make  adultery  a  forfeiture  of  the  right,  we  have  no 
power  to  legislate  ourselves  upon  the  subject,  and  to  create  a 
disability  where  the  statute  is  silent  upon  the  subject.  This 
view  of  the  case  is  decisive,  as  to  the  complainant's  right  to 
recover  on  the  case  made  by  the  record. 

It  is  shown,  however,  that  the  estate  of  the  said  Cole  was 
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finally  settled  in  the  Orphans'  Court  of  Mobile  Coanty, 
before  the  presentation  of  the  complainant's  demand.  The 
Chancellor  disregarded  this  settlement,  and  held  both  the  exec- 
ntors  and  their  sureties  liable  to  the  complainant's  demand. 
In  this,  we  think,  the  court  erred.  There  must  be  some  time 
when  the  liability  of  executors  and  administrators  and  their 
sureties  ceases,  and  we  see  no  reason  whatever  for  holding  the 
one  or  the  other  liable  longer  than  the  final  settlement  of  the 
estate  according  to  law.  This,  in  our  opmion,  is  the  extent  of 
their  contract.  If  a  party  having  a  claim  against  an  estate, 
fails  to  present  it  until  after  the  final  settlement  of  the  estate,  it 
is  his  misfortune,  so  far  as  the  representative  and  his  sureties 
are  concerned.  His  only  remedy  then  is,  to  follow  the  assets  in 
the  hands  of  the  heir  or  distributee.  To  hold  otherwise,  would 
be  to  hold  that  the  liability  of  an  executor  or  administrator 
and  his  sureties  was  unlimited  as  to  time.  To  this  proposition 
we  cannot  assent.  The  complainant's  bill,  therefore,  should 
have  been  dismissed  as  to  all  the  parties  defendant  except'  the 
said  Hannah  Turner  and  her  husband,  and  as  against,  them 
the  decree  should  not  have  been  in  their  representative  capac- 
ity,  but  de  bonis  propriis. 

The  decree  of  the  Chancellor  is,  therefore,  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded,  with  orders  to  let  the  bill  stand  dismissed  as  to 
all  the  parties  except  the  said  Turner  and  wife ;  that  an  account 
be  taken  as  to  the  personal  estate  of  the  said  John  Cole,  and 
that  the  one  half  of  the  said  personal  estate,  after  the  payment 
of  the  debts  of  the  said  John,  be  decreed  to  the  complainant, 
against  the  said  Turner  and  wife,  to  be  collected  out  of  the 
property  of  the  said  Hannah.  It  is  further  ordered,  that  the 
complainant,  or  appellee,  pay  the  costs  of  this  court. 
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PRANKENHEIMER  vs.  SLOCUM  &  HENDERSON. 

1.  An  ancillary  attachment,  sued  out  after  the  Code  went  into  operation,  in  a 
suit  commenced  by  ordinary  proceas  under  the  old  law,  is  a  part  of  the  orig- 
inal suit,  and  must  conform  to  the  provisions  of  the  old  law. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Monroe. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  A.  Cuthbert. 

The  appellant  sued  Slocum  &  Henderson  in  assumpsit^  the 
writ  being  issued  on  the  11th  of  March,  1852.  Afterwards, 
on  the  24th  of  January,  1853,  he  sued  out  an  ancillary  at- 
tachment in  the  cause,  which,  on  motion  of  the  defendants, 
was  quashed,  because  the  affidavit  was  made  before  an  officer 
(the  circuit  judge)  who  was  not  authorized  by  law  to  admin- 
ister the  same  j  and  this  judgment  is  now  assigned  for 
error. 

R.  C.  ToRBBY,  for  appellant. 
S.  J.  CUUHING,  contra. 

CHILTON,  C.  J. — ^The  question  presented  by  the  record 
in  this  case  is,  whether,  if  an  action  be  commenced  by  ordi- 
nary process  before  the  Code  went  into  operation,  and  an 
ancillary  attachment  be  sued  out  afterwards,  such  latter  pro- 
ceeding should  be  governed  by  the  Code,  or  should  issue  in 
conformity  to  the  old  law,  which,  it  is  admitted,  must  gov- 
ern the  principal  action. 

It  is  provided  by  the  old  law,  that  when  such  attachment, 
affidavit  and  bond  shall  be  returned,  they  shall  be  filed  with 
the  papers  in  the  original  suit,  and  shall  constitute  a  part 
thereof,  and  the  plaintiff  in  said  suit  may  proceed  to  judg- 
ment as  in  other  cases,  and  the  original  suit  shall  not  be 
delayed. — Clay's  Digest,-  p.  63,  §  34.  The  same  section 
authorizes  the  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  issue  such  at- 
tachments. 

It  is  declared  by  section  twelve  of  the  Code,  that  "No  ac- 
tion or  proceeding  commenced  before  the  adoption  of  this 
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Code  is  affected  by  its  provisions."  In  Mazange  v.  Slocnm 
&  Henderson,  at  the  last  term,  23  Ala.  668,  we  held,  that 
actions  and  proceedings  commenced  before  the  Code  took 
effect,  are  governed  by  the  old  law,  as  to  all  continuous  pro- 
ceedings had  in  the  court  in  which  they  are  pending  ;  but 
that  proceedings  in  the  nature  of  a  new  action,  although 
predicated  upon  the  determination  of  the  court  had  under 
the  old  law,  if  commenced  after  the  Code  went  into  operation, 
must  conform  to  its  provisions. 

In  our  opinion,  the  ancillary  or  auxiliary  attachment,  au- 
thorized by  the  old  law  to  be  issued  in  certain  cases,  in  aid 
of  the  suit  then  pending,  must  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the 
original  suit ;  for  such  is  the  language  of  the  statute,  and  be- 
ing part  of  it,  is  subject  to  the  law  which  governs  it.  The 
concluding  clause  of  the  tenth  section,  which  provides  that 
'*A11  acts  of  a  public  nature,  designed  to  operate  on  all 
the  people  of  the  State,  not  embraced  in  this  Code,  are 
hereby  repealed,"  must  be  taken  with  the  exceptions  and 
limitations  provided  in  the  Code  itself;  for,  if  the  old  law  is 
not  to  govern  as  to  actions  commenced  before  the  Code  went 
into  operation,  and  which  remain  unaffected  by  the  new  law 
as  provided  by  the  twelfth  section,  there  would  remain  no 
law  to  govern  them ;  which  would  be  absurd. 

The  argument  that  this  construction  would  require  that 
the  jury  must  be  summoned  and  empannelled  according  to 
the  old  law,  for  the  trial  of  actions  pending  before  the  Code 
went  into  operation,  cannot  be  supported.  This  relates  to 
the  organization  of  the  court  for  the  public  administration 
of  justice  generally,  and  cannot,  with  any  propriety,  be  said 
to  be  a  proceeding  in  any  particular  cause. 

Let  the  judgment  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 
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HAGADON  vs.  CAMPBELL. 

1.  Aarigmnents  of  error  founded  on  extraneous  matter  in  the  record,  which 
does  not  pertain  to  the  case  between  the  appellant  and  appellee,  will  be 
stricken  out 

2.  When  a  defendant  in  a  judgment  at  law  is  gamisheed  as  the  debtor  of  the 
phuntiff,  and  pays  the  amount  of  the  judgment  to  the  attaching  creditor,  he 
may  avail  himself  of  the  payment  by  a  motion  to  enter  satisfaction  of  the 
judgment  agunst  him. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Coart  of  Montgomery. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Robert  Doughertt. 

Hagadon,  having  obtained  a  judgment  in  his  own  name 
against  Campbell,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Montgomery,  caused 
a  writ  of  fieri  facias  to  be  issued  thereon.  At  the  return  term 
of  this  writ,  Campbell  moved  the  court  to  enter  satisfaction  of 
the  judgment  on  which  it  was  issued,  on  the  ground  that  Ship- 
man  &  Gerding,  who  were  judgment  creditors  of  Hagadon  for 
a  much  larger  sum  than  Hagadon's  judgment  against  him,  had 
obtained  a  judgment  against  him  at  that  term  of  the  court,  on 
a  writ  of  garnishment,  for  the  full  amount  of  Hagadon's  judg- 
ment against  him,  and  that  he  had  paid  the  money  into  court 
imder  this  judgment.  Hagadon  resisted  the  motion,  alleging 
that  the  debt  against  Campbell  did  not  belong  to  him,  but  to 
Cleflen,  Mellen  &  Co.,  his  transferrees.  The  court  granted 
tiie  motion  to  enter  satisfaction,  except  as  to  the  costs,  which,  it 
appeared,  had  not  been  paid;  and  this  judgment  is  now  assigned 
for  error,  with  other  matters  immaterial  to  an  understanding  of 
the  opinion. 

Williams  &  Cocke,  for  appellant. 
Watts,  Judge  &  Jackson,  contra. 

LIOON,  J.— In  the  bill  of  exceptions  and  assignments  of  er- 
ror, in  this  case,  we  find  matters  introduced  which  do  not  per* 
tarn  to  the  case  between  tbe  parties  to  the  record.  Hagadon 
and  Campbell  are  the  only  parties ;  and  yet  the  assignments  of 
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error  involve  some  matters  to  which  Sbipman  &  GerdiDg,  and 
not  Campbell,  should  have  been  brought  in,  as  appellees  ;  and 
others,  to  which  Cleflen,  Mellen  &  Co.  would  be  the  only  proper 
parties  appellant.  Where  foreign  matter  is  thus  introduced 
into  the  bill  of  exceptions,  in  the  primary  court,  and  errrors  are 
assigned  upon  it  in  this  court,  such  assignments  will  be  stricken 
out. 

Divested  of  all  extraneous  matter,  the  case  made  by  the 
record  presents  but  a  single  question  :  that  is.  Can  a  defendant 
in  a  judgment  at  law,  in  whose  hands  the  sum  due  on  such 
judgment  has  been  condemned,  on  garnishment,  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  who  has  paid  the  sum  to  the  judgment  on  such 
garnishment,  avail  himself  of  such  payment  on  a  motion  to 
enter  satisfaction  of  the  origininal  judgment  against  him  ? 

There  is  no  doubt  that  he  can  ;  otherwise,  the  plaintiff  would 
have  the  benefit  of  two  satisfactions,  the  one  made  to  himself, 
and  the  other  to  his  creditor,  and  the  defendant  would  thus  be 
made  to  pay  the  money  due  twice. 

Let  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 


GARRETT  et  al.  vs.  HOLLOWAY  &  MALONE. 

1.  An  endorsement  of  a  note  by  one  of  the  makers,  purporting  to  transfer  it, 
Ijy  written  power  of  attorney,  in  the  name  of  the  payee,  must  be  held  to  be 
the  act  of  the  payee  himself. 

2.  When  the  sureties  of  a  principal  debtor  are  sued  on  a  note,  their  principal 
is  not  a  competent  witne^vi  for  them  without  a  release. 

3.  A  charge  which  is  partly  based  on  facts  of  which  there  is  no  evidence,  is 
abstract. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Cherokee. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  A.  Walker. 

Assumpsit  by  Holloway  &  Malone,  as  assignees  of  J.  Ren- 
neau,  against  Edward  Stiff,  William  H.  Garrett,  William  Stal- 
lings,  LaFayette  M.  Stiff,  Jeremiah  Murphy,  Jesse  Martin, 
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John  L.  Senter,  and  Wade  Hampton^  on  a  note  for  $150,  dated 
11th  of  April,  1850  9  and  payable  six  months  after  date  to  J. 
Renneau  or  order.  The  suit  was  discontinued  as  to  Edward 
Stiff  and  Jeremiah  Murphy,  who  were  not  served  with  process. 
The  pleas  were,  non  assumpsit^  want  of  consideration,  failure 
of  consideration,  and  usury. 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiffs  offered  the  note  in  evidence,  and 
the  endorsement  thereon,  which  was  in  these  words  :  "By  writ- 
ten power  of  attorney,  dated  April  12th,  1850, 1  transfer,  in 
the  name  of  J.  Renneau,  the  within  note  to  Messrs.  Holloway 
&  Malone,  30th  July,  1850";  and  was  signed  by  Edward 
Stiff.  The  defendants  objected  to  the  endorsement  as  evidence, 
because  it  was  not,  in  its  legal  effect,  the  endorsement  of  the 
payee  of  the  note,  and  because  plaintiffs  had  not  shown,  and 
did  not  offer  to  show.  Stiff 's  authority  to  endorse  for  the  payee; 
but  the  court  overruled  the  objection,  and  allowed  the  endorse- 
ment to  be  read,  and  the  defendants  excepted. 

The  defendants  then  introduced  one  Turrentine  as  a  witness, 
who  testified,  that  said  Edward  Stiff  had  offered  to  negotiate  a 
note  to  him,  having,  as  he  was  informed,  the  names  of  some  of 
the  defendants  to  it,  and  for  about  the  amount  of  the  note 
offered  in  evidence,  but  he  did  not  know  that  it  was  the  same 
note,  as  he  had  never  seen  it  before  the  trial ;  that  said  Malone, 
one  of  the  plaintiffs,  afterwards  came  to  him,  and  inquired 
whether  he  knew  anything  of  such  a  note,  and  how  much  he 
would  give  for  it ;  witness  replied,  that  he  expected  there  would 
be  some  difficulty  in  the  collection  of  the  note,  and  that  he  would 
not  give  more  than  $20  for  it ;  that  Malone  then  stated  that 
such  a  note  had  been  offered  to  him,  and  that  he  believed  he  could 
get  it  just  cut  in  two ;  that  sometime  after  this  witness  under- 
stood from  Holloway  that  Malone  had  bought  the  note,  and  that 
he  (Holloway)  was  dissatisfied  with  it,  but  witness  did  not  know 
what  plaintiffs  gave  for  the  note.  Another  witness  testified,  that 
the  note  was  made  in  his  presence,  and  that  he  understood  from 
some  of  the  parties,  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  that  it  was  in- 
tended to  enable  Stiff  to  purchase  some  printing  materials,  or 
to  be  used  for  Stiff's  benefit,  and  that  the  other  defendants 
were  his  sureties  ;  that  he  had  heard  of  a  man  by  the  name  of 
the  payee,  who  lived  in  Georgia,  and  was  a  printer ;  that  the 
payee  was  not  present  when  the  note  was  made;  and  that  the 
25 
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note  was  left  in  the  possession  of  the  witness  for  some  time,  and 
was  afterwards  delivered  to  said  Edward  Stiff. 

The  defendants  then  offered  said  Stiff  as  a  witness,  to  which 
the  plaintiffs  objected.  The  court  inquired  for  what  purpose 
he  was  offered ;  which  the  defendants'  counsel  declined  to  state, 
but  stated  that  said  Stiff  was  a  competent  witness  for  some  pur- 
poses ;  and  thereupon  the  court  sustained  the  objection,  and  ex- 
cluded the  witness ;  and  the  defendants  excepted. 

This  bemg  all  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  the  defendants 
moved  to  exclude  the  endorsement  from  the  jury,  because  no 
proof  had  been  introduced  of  Stiff's  authority  to  make  the  en- 
dorsement ;  but  the  court  overruled  the  motion,  and  the  defend- 
ants excepted. 

The  defendants  asked  the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  that,  if 
they  believed  from  the  evidence  that  defendants  were  sureties 
on  the  note,  and  that  it  was  made  to  be  used  in  the  purchase  of 
printing  materials  from  the  payee,  and  that  it  was  not  so  used, 
but  was  traded  to  plaintiffs,  who  had  notice  of  the  way  in  which 
it  was  intended  to  be  used,  then  plaintiffs  could  not  recover ; 
which  charge  the  court  refused  to.  give,  and  the  defendants  ex- 
cepted. 

The  defendants  then  asked  the  court  to  charge,  that,  if  the 
jury  believed  from  the  evidence  that  defendants  were  sureties  on 
the  note,  and  that  no  consideration  passed  from  the  payee,  and 
that  plaintiffs  got  it  at  one  half  of  its  nominal  value,  then  they 
could  only  recover  that  amount  with  interest.  This  charge  the 
court  gave ;  but  added,  that,  if  there  was  no  evidence  of  what 
plaintiffs  gave  for  the  note  but  the  testimony  of  the  witness  Tar- 
rentine,  that  alone  was  not  sufficient  evidence  that  plaintifi 
gave  only  one  half  of  the  nominal  amount  of  the  note, — that 
they  must  look  to  all  the  proof  on  that  subject,  and  must  find 
for  the  whole  amount  with  interest,  unless  they  were  satisfied 
from  all  the  proof  that  the  note  was  negotiated  for  one  half,  or 
for  some  amount  less  than  its  nominal  value  ;  to  which  qualifica- 
tion of  the  charge  the  defendants  excepted. 

All  the  rulings  of  the  court  above  set  forth,  to  which  excep- 
tions were  saved,  are  now  assigned  for  error. 

S.  F.  Rice  and  J.  J.  Woodward,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
Walker  fc  Martin,  contra. 
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GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— The  note  sued  on  was  payable  to 
J.  Renneau,  or  order,  and  the  endorsement  was  in  these  words : 
*By  written  power  of  attorney,  dated  12th  of  April,  1860,  I, 
transfer,  in  the  name  of  J.  Rennean,  the  within  note  to  Messrs. 
Holloway  &  Malone,  80th  July,  1850. 

(Signed.)  Edward  Stiff." 

The  recital  in  the  endorsement  is,  in  substance,  that  the 
transfer  was  made  in  the  name  of  the  payee,  and  by  his  attor- 
ney, and  is  sufficient  to  show  clearly  that  it  was  intended  as  the 
act  of  the  principal  (Grubbs  v.  Wiley,  9  S.  &  M.  29);  and  when 
that  is  the  case,  it  must  be  held  as  his  act,  especially  when  it  is 
not  required  to  be  done  under  seal. — City  of  Detroit  v.  Jack- 
son, 1  Doug.  Mich.  Rep.  106. 

There  was  no  error  in  rejecting  the  witness.  Stiff,  under  the 
circumstances.  He  was  the  principal  in  the  note,  and  was 
offered  by  the  defendants,  who  were  his  sureties,  without  ofiering 
to  release  him. — Richards  v.  Griffin,  5  Ala.  196 ;  Bondurant 
V.  The  State  Bank,  7  ib.  880. 

In  relation  to  the  first  charge  requested,  the  court  committed 
no  error  in  refusing  it.  But  one  witness  appears  from  the  rec- 
ord to  have  testified  anything  in  relation  to  the  consideration ; 
and  he  states,  that  he  understood  from  some  of  the  parties,  at 
the  time  of  its  execution,  that  it  was  made  to  enable  the  princi- 
pal, Stiff,  to  purchase  some  printing  materials,  or  to  be  used  for 
his  benefit ;  and  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  that  tended  to 
bring  home  knowledge  of  the  consideration  to  the  plaintiflEs  be- 
low. The  charge,  as  requested,  being  based  in  part  upon  facts 
of  which  there  was  no  evidence,  was  abstract. 

The  second  charge  might  properly  have  been  refused  for  the 
same  reason.  The  opinion  or  belief  of  the  plaintiff,  that  he 
should  be  able  to  obtain  the  note  at  one  half,  was  no  evidence 
that  he  paid  biit  that  amount  for  it ;  and  in  the  absence  of  tes- 
timony tending  to  establish  that  fact,  the  charge  was  abstract. 

We  see  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 
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COTHRAN  vs.  LEE. 

1.  The  husband  is  liable  for  accessary  medical  attendance  on  his  wife,  although 
the  physician  was  called  in  agsunst  bis  objection,  by  his  grown  son,  who  lived 
with  him.  and  who  promised  him  to  assume  the  payment ;  it  being  shown 
that  the  hnsband  was  present  while  the  physician  was  rendering  his  services, 
and  that  the  latter  had  no  notice  whatever  that  he  was  not  to  look  to  the 
hnaband  for  payment. 

Error  to  tiie  Circuit  Court  of  Cherokee. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  A.  Walker.  , 

AssuMPsrr  by  Lee  against  Cothran  for  medical  9ervice6  ren- 
dered defendant's  wife.  The  facts  of  the  case  appear  in  the 
opinion* 

J.  J.  Woodward,  for  plaintiff  in  erron 
Morgan  &  Walker,  contra. 

PHELAN,  J. — In  this  case  the  proof  shows,  that  a  bod  of 
Cothran,  of  fall  age,  who  lived  with  his  father,  at  the  request  of 
his  mother,  who  was  sick,  but  against  the  objection  of  bis 
father,  called  in  Lee,  the  defendant  in  error,  who  was  a  prac- 
ticing physician,  to  attend  on  his  mother.  The  father,  when  the 
son  spoke  of  calling  in  Dr.  Lee,  told  him,  if  he  did  so,  he  must 
do  it  on  his  own  responsibility,  to  which  the  son  assented.  The 
doctor  was  called  in  by  the  son,  to  attend  on  his  mother.  The 
father  was  present  generally  during  his  attendance  upon  his 
wife,  and  did  not  giro  any  notice  that  the  son  had  called  him  in 
on  bis  own  responsibility,  or  that  he  should  object  to  paying  him 
for  his  services  to  his  wife  :  neither  did  the  son  ever  give  notice 
liiat  he  had  called  the  doctor  in  on  his  own  responsibility. — 
There  was  no  controversy  in  regard  to  the  value  of  the  services. 
The  only  question  raised  was,  whether,  under  the  foregoing 
state  of  facts,  the  husband  was  responsible  for  the  medical  at- 
tention bestowed  upon  his  wife.  The  court  below  charged  that 
he  was,  and  this  is  assigned  for  error. 

The  husband  is  responsible  for  necessaries,   suitable  to  her 
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degree  and  condition,  which  are  furnished  to  his  wife.  He  may 
restrict  her  from  making  purchases  of  certain  persons,  if  he 
gives  notice,  and  makes  suitable  provision  elsewhere.  Medical 
attendance  on  the  wife  in  sickness  is  a  necessary. 

it  the  elder  Cothran  was  not  willing  to  have  the  services  of 
Dr.  Lee  as  {ihysieian  to  his  wife,  he  was  bound  to  give  notice  to 
that  effect.  It  seems  that  he  objected  to  his  son,  and  the  son, 
at  the  instance  of  the  mother,  called  in  this  physician  on  his 
own  account ;  but  the  physician  knew  nothing  of  these  things. 
He  rendered  his  services  in  the  presence  of  the  husband,  and 
heard  no  objection  ;  this  gave  him  the  right  to  infer  that  he.  had 
been  called  in  by  the  approbation  of  the  head  of  the  family — 
the  husband  and  father.  Had  it  been  intimated  to  him  that  he 
mast  look  to  the  son  for  his  pay,  he  might  not  have  been  willing 
to  have  rendered  the  services  on  such  a  condition.  If  a  wife, 
in  company  with  her  husband  and  a  grown  up  son,  should  go 
into  a  store,  and  make  purchases  for  herself,  suitable  to  her 
degree  and  condition,  no  one  would  ever  expect  the  merchant  to 
charge  the  goods  to  any  one  but  her  husband ;  and  in  such  a 
case,  the  husband  would  unquestionably  be  liable,  even  if  the 
son  had  agreed,  before  they  went  in,  that  he  would  pay  for  the 
goods,  if  no  intimation  of  this  was  given  to  the  merchant  at  the 
time.  This  case  is  not  distinguishable,  in  principle,  from  the 
case  just  put.  In  both  cases,  the  law  makes  the  silence  of  the 
husband  equivalent  to  an  acknowledgment  of  his  liability  for 
the  goods  sold  and  the  services  rendered  to  the  wife. 

Let  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 


MATJRY  vs.  COLEMAN. 

J .  When  a  pereon  who  is  about  to  purchase  a  note  given  for  the  hire  of  a 
si  ave,  applies  to  the  maker  for  information  concerning  it,  and  is  anored  by 
the  Utter  that  he  has  no  defence  against  it,  thU  does  not  preclude  the 
maker,  when  sued  by  the  purchaser,  from  setting  up  a  subsequent  failure  of 
consideration,  arising  out  of  the  payee's  conduct  in  receiving  the  slave,  who 
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ran  away  before  the  expiration  of  the   term  of  hiring,  and  reliiaing  to 
deliver  him  up  on  demand. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Sumter. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  B.  W.  Huntington. 

Assumpsit  by  Coleman  against  Maury,  on  an  instrument 
in  writing  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : 

"  $135.  On  the  first  of  January,  1862j  we,  or  either  of  us, 
promise  to  pay  L.  D.  Phillips  one  hundred  and  thirty-five  doK 
lars,  for  the  hire  of  a  negro  man  named  April,  and  to  furnish 
said  negro  with  the  usual  clothing. 

Dec.  30, 1850.  (Signed)  T.  F.  Maury. 

J.  T.Hill." 

No  pleas  appear  in  the  record.  The  bill  of  exceptions  is  as 
follows : 

"  The  plaintiflF  oflFered  the  above  note  in  evidence,  and  also 
the  endorsement  of  the  payee.  There  was  no  evidence  that  the 
plaintiff  had  given  any  consideration  for  the  note,  except  as 
hereinafter  stated.  The  plaintiff  proved  that,  not  long  after 
the  date  of  the  note,  he  called  on  defendant,  and  said  to  him 
either  that  he  had  traded,  or  was  about  to  trade  for  the  note 
(which  it  was  witness  could  not  remember),  and  asked  defend- 
ant if  he  had  any  set-off  to  it ;  to  which  defendant  replied,  that 
he  had  no  set-off,  and  that  the  note  was  all  right.  The  note 
was  proved  to  have  been  given  for  the  hire  of  the  slave  men- 
tioned in  it  for  the  year  185  -.  The  evidence  tended  to  show 
that  Maury  treated  the  slave  humanely,  but  that,  about  Sep- 
tember of  the  year  of  hiring,  he  ran  away,  and  went  to  his  mas- 
ter, the  payee,  who  lived  about  two  miles  from  Maury ;  that 
Maury  went  to  a  neighbor  (on  finding  the  slave  gone),  procured 
dogs  accustomed  to  trailing  negroes,  and  by  means  of  the  dogs, 
and  in  company  with  their  owner,  trailed  the  slave  to  his  mas- 
ter's house ;  that  on  the  arrival  of  Maury  on  the  street  before 
the  house  of  Phillips,  the  owner  of  said  slave,  he,  Phillips, 
came  out,  and  Maury  demanded  the  slave,  being  free  from 
excitement,  and  telling  Phillips  that  the  slave  should  go  into 
no  one's  hands  but  his  own,  and  should  not  be  treated  harshly ; 
but  Phillips  refused  to  deliver  the  slave,  and  after  some  conver- 
sation they  parted.  The  plaintiff  also  proved,  that  the  next 
day  Maury  and  Phillips  met  in  a  store  in  LiyipgstoDi  when 
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Maury  said  to  Phillips,  if  ho  would  surrender  to  him  the  slave, 
and  pay  for  the  time  he  had  kept  him  from  his  possession,  he 
would  take  him  ;  to  which  Phillips  replied,  that  he  had  ten- 
dered him  the  slave  about  an  hour  after  their  first  interview, 
when  he  (Maury)  had  told  him,  that,  as  he  could  not  get  the 
slave  when  he  wanted  him,  he  would  not  take  him,  and  that  he 
(Phillips)  had  since  hired  him  out  to  another  for  the  remainder 
of  the  year;  which  statement  of  Phillips  (about  the  tender 
about  an  hour  after  the  first  interview)  Maury  did  not  deny. 

'^Whereupon,  the  court  charged  the  jury,  that,  if  the  plaintiff 
applied  to  the  defendant  in  reference  to  the  note,  either  before 
or  after  its  purchase  by  the  plaintiff',  and  the  defendant  then 
informed  the  plaintiff  that  it  was  all  right,  or  that  he  had  no 
set-off  against  it,  the  defendant  could  not  defend  against  this 
note,  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff,  by  showing  that,  after  the 
time  of  the  endorsement,  and  after  the  conversation  referred  to, 
the  negro  had  run  away  and  come  into  tbo  possession  of  the 
payee,  who  refused  to  return  him  on  demand. 

"The  defendant  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  that 
he  had  a  right  from  the  contract  of  hiring-— a  right  inherent  in 
the  contract,  and  patent  on  the  face  of  the  note,  that  he  should 
have  the  services  of  the  slave  for  the  period  of  hiring,  without 
moleatation  by  Phillips  ;  that  Coleman  took  the  note  subject  to 
this  right,  and  that,  if  the  jury  believed  that  after  the  plaintiff 
obtained  the  note  Phillips  improperly  received  the  slave  and 
prevented  the  defendant  from  having  him  for  the  remainder  of 
the  hiring,  by  refusing  to  deliver  him,  then  the  plaintiff  could 
not  recover,  even  though  the  defendant  had,  before  the  wiong  of 
Phillips,  told  the  plaintiff  that  he  had  no  set-off,  and  that  the 
note  was  all  right.  This  charge  the  court  refused  to  give,  and 
the  defendant  excepted,  as  well  to  the  charge  of  the  court  as 
given  to  the  jury,  as  to  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  charge  as 
prayed  ;"  and  he  here  assigns  the  same  for  error. 

R.  H.  Smith,  for  plaintiff  in  error,  cited  the  case  of  Clem- 
enta  v.  Loggins,  1  Ala.  622,  and  2  i6.  514. 

GIBBONS,  J. — The  principles  governing  the  questions  pre- 
sented in  the  present  record,  were,  in  our  opinion,  substantially 
settled  in  the  case  of  Clements  v.   Loggins,  2  Ala.  514.    In 
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that  case,  Loggins  had  purchased  of  one  Cooper  certain  lands' 
for  which    he  executed  his   certain  promissory    notes,    and 
received  a  bond  for  titles,  to  be  made  on  the  payment  of  the 
purchase  money.    The  notes  given  out  were  four  in  number ; 
one  for  one  hundred  dollars,  payable  Ist  March,  1837  ;  and 
three  for  two  hundred  dollars  each,  payable  to  the  said  Cooper, 
and  falling  due  the  25th  day  of  December,  1837, 1838,  and 
1839.    The  first  note  was  paid  at  maturity.     In  the  summer 
of  1838,  the  plaintiff,  Clements,  gave  the  defendant,  Loggins, 
notice  that  he  had  purchased  the  three  notes  last  falling  due, 
and  inquired  if  he  had  any  defence  against  them,  or  either  of 
them.    To  which  defendant  replied,  that  he  had  none,  except  a 
set-off  of  about  one  hundred  dollars,  and  that  he  had  said  the 
same  thing  to  the  plaintiff  a  few  days  before,  when  he  was 
inquiring  of  him  about  the  notes  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing 
them.    This  conversation  was  after  another  conversation,  held 
with  the  said  Cooper,  in  which  he  had  promised  to  pay  all  the 
notes  on  his  return  from  Mississippi,  and  the  said  Cooper  then 
ageeed,  on  his  doing  so,  to  make  him  a  title.     Some  time  in 
December,  1838,  the  defendant  offered  to  pay  Cooper  the  amount 
due  on  the  land,  and  demanded  title.    Cooper  admitted  that  he 
could  not  make  title ;  that  he  had  never  had   title  in  himself ; 
that  the  notes  for  the  purchase  money  belonged  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  that,  if  he  would  pay  him,  he  would  endeavor  to  make  title. 
Defendant  then  told  Cooper,  he  would  have  nothing  more  to  do 
with  the  land.    It  further  appeared,  that  the  title  of  Cooper 
was  a  bond  for  title  of  one  Collins,  from  whom  he  had  purchased , 
and  that  the  purchase  money  was  unpaid  to  Collins  ;  Collins 
had  obtained  judgment  for  the  purchase  money,  and  could  make 
nothing  out  of  Cooper  on  execution,   because  he  was  insolvent. 
On  this  proof,  the  court  says  :  "  The  maker  of  a  note,  when 
applied  to  by  one  intending  to  purchase  it,  to  know  if  there  is 
any  defence  against  it,  by  admitting  that  he  has  none,  thereby 
precludes  himself  from  afterwards  setting  up  any  defence,  when 
sued  on  the  note,  which  existed  at  that  time  within  his  knowl- 
edge, as  it  would  be  a  fraud  on  the  intended  purchaser.    But, 
we  think,  he  would  not  be  precluded  from  making  a  defence 
which  might  subsequently  arise  out  of  the  original  contract ; 
such,  for  example,  as  a  total  failure  of  consideration ;"  citing 
Backner  v.  Stublefield  et  al.y  1  Wash.  R.  886 ;  Hoames  y. 
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Smock,  ib.  390.  ^'  As  already  remarked,  to  permit  the  maker 
to  avail  himself  of  any  defence  which  existed  at  the  time  of  the 
application  to  him  for  information,  would  be  to  countenance 
a  deceit ;  but,  if  the  note  be  purchased  on  the  faith  of  a  promise 
by  the  maker  to  pay  it,  he  will  be  compelled  to  pay  the  assignee 
at  all  events,  on  the  ground  of  a  contract,  of  which  the  purchase 
of  the  note  would  be  a  sufficient  consideration.  So,  in  this 
case,  if  the  contract  was  rescinded  after  the  plaintiff  acquired 
title  to  the  notes,  from  the  inability  of  the  vendor  to  make  title, 
the  defendant  being  ignorant  at  the  time  he  was  applied  to  by 
the  plaintiff  for  information  respecting  the  notes  of  the  inability 
of  the  vendor  to  make  title,  the  failure  of  the  consideration 
would  be  a  valid  defence  against  the  notes  in  the  hands  of  the 
plaintiff." 

We  have  but  to  apply  the  principle  here  decided  to  the  case 
at  bar,  to  show  that  the  court  erred  in  its  charge  to  the  jury. 
The  doctrine  of  the  charge,  as  given  to  the  jury,  was,  that  after 
the  plaintiff  had  bought  the  note,  and  after  the  defendant  had 
said  to  the  plaintiff  that  the  note  was  all  right,  and  he  had  no 
off-set  to  it,  nothing  that  could  subsequently  transpire  as  between 
the  original  parties  to  the  note  could  create  a  valid  defence  to 
the  defendant  as  against  the  plaintiff.  This  is  the  precise 
question  decided  in  the  case  cited  from  ^  Ala.  There  the 
rescission  of  the  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  did  not  take  place 
until  long  after  the  plaintiff  had  acquired  the  notes,  and  after  a 
conversation  very  similar  to  that  which  took  place  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  in  the  case  at  bar ;  and  yet  the  court 
decided,  that  the  defence  could  be  made,  if  the  defendant  had 
acted  fairly  and  honestly  in  his  replies,  which  he  had  given  on 
being  applied  to  by  the  plaintiff  for  information  in  regard  to  the 
notes  when  about  to  purchase  them. 

The  charge  asked  by  the  defendant,  in  our  opinion,   asserted 
a  correct  proposition  of  law,  and  should  have  been  given. 

Let  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded. 
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MANNING  vs.  MANNING. 

1.  The  act  of  1848,  ''securing  to  man'ied  women  their  separate  estates,'*  has 
no  retro-active  effect  to  defeat  the  marital  rights  which  had  vested  in  the 
husband  prior  to  its  passage ;  and  where  he  had  reduced  to  his  possession  as 
husband,  before  the  passage  of  that  act,  his  wife's  interest  in  eertain  slaves, 
their  subsequent  sale  by  order  of  the  Oliancery  Court,  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
tribution, would  not  have  the  effect  of  divesting  his  rights  and  turning  the 
money  into  a  chose  in  action. 

2.  Husband  and  wife  being  entitled  to  certain  funds  in  the  Chancery  Court 
(the  separate  property  of  the  wife,  which  the  hnsbAnd  was  entitled  to  hold 
as  her  trustee  without  accounting),  the  wife  filed  her  petition  in  said  court. 
alleging  her  husband^s  incapacity  and  unfitness  to  act  as  her  trustee,  and  pray- 
ing that  another  trustee  might  be  appointed  to  take  charge  of  the  fund  ;  the 
evidence  showed  that  she  had  abandoned  him  without  suificient  cause,  and 
removed  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  with  another  man,  while  it 
fittled  to  establish  the  husband's  alleged  incapacity  and  unfitness :  The  peti- 
tion was  dismissed,  at  the  costs  of  the  next  friend  of  the  petitioner. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Lowndes. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  J.  W.  Lesesne. 

A  bill  was  filed  in  the  Chancery  Court  of  Lowndes  for  the 
partition  of  certain  slaves  among  the  children  of  John  M.  Mock, 
in  which  partition  had  been  decreed,  and  &  sale  of  the  Blares 
ordered.  After  the  sale,  and  while  the  money  was  in  the  hands 
of  the  register,  Emily  Manning,  who  was  one  of  the  children  of 
said  Mock,  filed  her  petition  in  said  court  against  her  husband, 
Moses  T.  Manning,  in  which  she  alleged  that  she  was  entitled  to  her 
share  of  said  fund  in  her  own  right,  '^being  one  of  the  children 
of  said  Mock  named  and  provided  for  in  said  deed  under  and  by 
virtue  of  which  said  decree  of  partition  and  distribution  was 
rendered" ;  that  she  was  married  to  her  said  husband  on  the 
28rd  of  December,  1847,  and  continued  to  live  with  him  until 
August,  1848,  when  she  returned  to  her  father's  house,  in  con- 
sequence of  his  adultery  and  other  misconduct.  In  addition  to 
the  charge  of  adultery  on  the  part  of  the  husband,  the  petition 
allies  his  intemperance,  profligacy  and  utter  unfitness  to  act  as 
hor  trustee ;  and  asks  that  said  fund  be  settled  upon  petitioner 
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for  her  sole  and  separate  use  and  support,  and  that  another  trus- 
tee may  be  appointed  to  take  charge  of  it. 

The  husband  answered  the  petition,  denying  the  alleged  mis- 
conduct en  his  part;  alleging  that  his  said  wife  had  abandoned 
him  without  just  cause,  and  eloped  with  one  Benjamin  Kelly, 
with  whom  she  was  now  living  in  adultery  in  Texas ;  and  claim- 
ing that,  ^^under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1849-50,  he  is  en- 
titled to  have  and  receive  said  sum  of  money,  now  in  the  hands 
of  the  register,  as  the  trustee  of  his  wife."  The  answer  also 
contains  a  demurrer  to  the  petition. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  state  the  evidence,  as  no  question  of  law 
arises  upon  it.  The  Chancellor  rendered  a  decree  in  favor  of 
the  petitioner,  and  his  decree  is  now  assigned  for  error. 

I.  B.  Stone  assigned  errors  for  the  appellant;  and  Watts, 
Judge  &  Jackson  filed  a  written  argument  for  the  appellee. 

CHILTON,  C.  J. — The  Chancellor,  in  his  decree,  appears 
to  have  overlooked  the  demurrer  in  the  answer  to  the  petition. 
It  is  certainly  defective,  in  failing  to  show  that  the  property 
which  was  ordered  to  be  sold,  and  on  account  of  the  sale  of 
which  the  money,  sought  to  be  obtained  and  settled  to  the  sole 
and  separate  use  of  the  wife,  accrued,  had  not,  before  the  sale, 
been  reduced  to  the  husband's  possession. 

If  the  husband's  marital  rights  had  attached, — in  other 
words,  if  he  had  reduced  the  slaves  into  possession  as  husband, 
the  subsequent  sale  by  order  of  the  Chancery  Court,  for  the 
purpose  of  a  more  equitable  distribution,  by  which  the  proceeds 
would  be  substituted  for  the  property  sold,  would  not  have  the 
effect  of  divesting  his  right  and  turning  the  money  into  a  chose 
in  action.  The  petition  avers  that  the  marriage  between  the 
petitioner  and  her  husband,  Moses  T.  Manning,  took  place  in 
December,  1847,  before  the  passage  of  the  act  ^'securing  to 
married  women  their  separate  estates,"  &c.;  and  whatever  right 
to  the  property  had  vested  in  the  husband,  in  virtue  of  his  mar- 
riage, before  the  passage  of  said  act,  namely,  the  1st  of  March, 
1848,  remained  unaffected  by  that  act,  since  it  has  not  any  re- 
tro-active effect  to  destroy  vested  rights. 

But  the  nature  of  the  tenure  by  which  the  property  was 
held,  is  not  set  forth  in  the  pleadings,  nor  any  right  asserted  by 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


388  ALABlSfA. 


Manning  v.  Manning. 


the  answer  as  having  accrued  to  the  htisband  in  virtue  of  his 
possession  ;  and  inasmuch  as  the  defendant  submits  to  hold  the 
money,  and  actually  bases  his  right  to  it  on  the  act  of  18tb  of 
February,  1850,  making  him  trustee  of  his  said  wife  of  the 
property  which  accrues  to  her,  we  shall  proceed  to  consider  the 
case  in  this  latter  aspect. 

The  petition  proceeds  on  the  ground,  that  the  wife  has  been 
compelled  by  the  husband's  misconduct  to  abandon  him — that 
he  is  an  improvident  and  intemperate  man,  unfit  to  manage  this 
fund  as  trustee. 

The  defendant  denies  that  he  mistreated  his  wife  as  charged, 
and  insists  that  she  has  abandoned  him  without  his  fault,  and  is 
now  living  in  adultery  with  one  Benjamin  Kelly ;  also  denies  the 
charges  as  to  his  unfitness  to  act  as  trustee.  The  proof,  while 
it  shows  some  obscene  and  disgusting  conduct  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  below,  fails  altogether  to  make  good  the  allegations 
of  the  husband's  intemperance,  or  unfitness,  from  any  cause,  to 
take  charge  of  the  funds ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  it  very 
clearly  shows  that  petitioner  has  gone  off  to  Texas  with  said 
Kelly.  The  case  then  amounts  to  this  :  A  husband  and  wife 
being  entitled,  in  right  of  the  wife,  to  certain  funds  in  the  Chan- 
cery Court,  which  is  the  Feparate  property  of  the  wife,  but 
which  the  husband,  as  trustee,  is  entitled  to  hold,  without  being 
required  to  account,  the  wife,  without  sufficient  cause,  abandons 
the  husband,  and  removes  with  another  man  beyond  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  and  now  applies  for  the  fund  as  a  means  of 
providing  her  a  maintenance,  and  seeks  to  have  the  husband  ex- 
cluded as  trustee  and  another  appointed. 

The  only  reason  assigned  by  the  Chancellor,  for  refusing  to 
permit  the  husband  to  occupy  the  relation  of  trustee  to  the  fund, 
is,  because  of  the  situation  of  the  parties,  living,  as  they  are, 
separately,  under  the  circumstances  shown  by  the  record.  He 
concedes  that  the  proof  may  well  be  disregarded,  as  establish- 
ing nothing  material  in  the  cause.  But  we  are  of  opinion,  the 
relative  situation  of  the  parties  furnishes  a  strong  reason  for 
the  court's  refusing  to  be  active  in  taking  the  fund  from  the  has- 
band.  This  is  not  the  case  of  a  wife  asserting  her  equity,  to 
obtain  a  settlement  out  of  her  estate,  which  the  husband  is  en- 
deavoring to  recover,  and  which,  when  recovered,  would  belong 
to  him ;  for  both  the  parties  concede  that  the  corpus  of  the  fund 
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belongs  to  the  wife,  as  h^r  separate  estate  under  the  statutes  of 
this  State,  and  will  not  be  changed  when  it  goes  into  the  hus- 
band's hands,  so  far  as  the  wife's  right  to  it  is  concerned.  But 
it  is  an  application  merely  to  oust  the  husband  as  trustee,  and 
to  appoint  another, — to  provide  a  maintenance  for  the  wife  out 
of  the  profits,  she  having  abandoned  her  husband,  where  a 
maintenance  was  afforded  her,  and  gone  off  with  another.  Her 
wrongful  abandonment  of  her  husband  furnishes  no  reason  why 
the  court  should  deprive  him  of  the  right  which  the  statute  con- 
fers upon  him.  It  must  not  be  supposed,  that  the  objects  of 
the  statutes  of  March,  1848,  and  February,  1850,  securing  to 
married  women  separate  estates,  was  to  render  them  independ- 
ent of  their  husbands,  and  to  enable  them,  in  violation  of  all 
the  duties  they  assume  by  entering  into  the  marriage  state,  to 
abandon  their  husbands  at  pleasure,  and  throw  themselves  upon 
such  property  for  a  support ;  for,  by  the  terms  of  the  third 
section  of  the  act  last  referred  to,  the  property  so  secured  shall 
^^vest  in  the  husband  as  trustee  of  the  wife ;  and  the  husband 
shall  be  authorized,  so  long  as  he  shall  continue  such  trustee, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  to  have,  possess,  control  and 
manage  all  such  separate  estate,  without  liability  to  account  to 
the  wife,  her  heirs,  executors  or  assigns,  for  the  rents,  proceeds 
and  profits  thereof."  Here  then  is  a  right  conferred  on  the 
husband,  a  valuable,  beneficial  right,  of  which  he  is  not  to  be 
deprived,  unless  he  forfeits  it  in  some  way  by  his  misconduct,  or 
inability  to  discharge  the  duties  springing  out  of  it.  The 
record  in  this  case  fails  to  show  that  he  has  done,  or  omitted  to 
do,  anything  which  should  work  such  forfeiture. 

The  wife  having  rejected  the  support  which  was  furnished  at 
the  home  of  her  husband,  and  having  abandoned  him  without 
sufficient  cause,  must  take  the  consequences  of  her  imprudence. 
She  cannot  set  up  her  own  wrong  as  a  reason  for  depriving  her 
husband  of  a  right  clearly  conferred  by  the  statute. 

The  decree  of  the  Chancellor  must  consequently  be  reversed, 
and  a  decree  here  rendered  dismissing  the  petition. 

Let  the  appellant  recover  of  the  next  friend  of  the  appellee 
the  costs  of  this  court  and  of  the  court  below. 
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BRANTLY  vs.  SWIFT. 

1.  A  practical  survey  or,  who  testifies  that  he  U  famLLiai*  with  the  peonliar 
uiarkB  used  by  the  United  States'  Roneyors  in  theur  gOTenunent  surreys, 
may  give  his  opinion,  as  an  expert,  whether  a  particular  line  was  marked  by 
them. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Dallas. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Andrew  B.  Moore. 

Trespass  to  try  titles  by  Wjlie  Swift  against  John 
Brantly.  On  the  trial,  as  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions, 
the  plaintiff  introduced  one  Sample  as  a  witness,  who  was  the 
county  surveyor  of  Dallas,  and  who  testified,  "  that  he  discov- 
ered on  the  disputed  boundary  three  lines  marked  on  the  trees 
several  feet  apart,  and  from  forty  to  fifty  feet  from  a  direct  line 
run  from  one  corner  to  the  other  of  the  sections,  as  that  line  was 
run  by  the  witness ;  neither  of  these  three  lines,  as  marked, 
extended  the  whole  width  of  the  section,  but  were  seen  only  for 
about  a  quarter  or  a  third  of  a  mile,  and  neither  of  them, 
when  run  through,  came  out  at  the  corner  as  ascertained  by  the 
filed  notes  of  the  government  surveyors,  or  nearer  to  it  than 
the  width  of  the  avenue  containing  the  lands  in  dispute.  Wit- 
ness further  stated,  that  he  had  no  knowledge  as  to  the  manner, 
or  by  whom,  or  when  these  lines  were  run  and  marked.  The 
plaintiff  then  asked  the  witness,  if  he  was  acquainted  with  the 
manner  in  which  the  United  States'  surveyors  marked  the  lines 
run  by  them  1  He  answered  that  he  was,  he  had  seen  their 
marks  often,  and  was  familiar  with  them ;  that  their  marks 
were  peculiar,  and  made  with  a  hatchet  framed  for  the  purpose, 
and  that  no  other  surveyors  marked  lines  in  that  way.  The 
plaintiff  then  inquired,  whether,  from  his  knowledge  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  United  States'  surveyors  usually  marked 
lines,  he  believed  one  of  the  marked  lines  above  referred  to  was 
a  line  run  and  marked  by  the  surveyors  of  the  United  States 
in  surveying  the  lands.  To  this  question  the  defendant  objected; 
bnt  his  objection  was  overruled  by  the  court,  and  he  excepted. 

This  exception  is  all  that  appears  to  have  been  taken  in  the 
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court  below,  and  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  respect  to  it  is  here 
assigned  for  error. 

J.  W.  Lapbley,  for  appellant. 
Wm.  M,  Murpht,  contra. 

LIGON,  J. — The  only  question  in  this  case  relates  to  the 
ruling  of  the  court  in  reference  to  the  question  put  to  the  witness 
Sample,  which  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant.  The  record 
shows,  that  the  witness  was  a  practical  surveyor  ;  that  he  had 
often  traced  the  lines  marked  by  the  United  States'  surveyors, 
and  was  familiar  with  their  marks,  which  were  peculiar,  differ* 
ing  from  the  marks  or  chops  made  by  other  surveyors.  Here 
is  a  sufficient  predicate  to  allow  the  witness,  as  an  expert,  to 
give  an  opinion,  or  express  his  belief,  as  to  whether  the  line 
spoken  of  was  marked  by  the  United  States'  surveyors.  On 
questions  of  science,  persons  of  skill  may  not  only  speak  as  to 
facts,   but  are  allowed  to  give  their  opinions  in  evidence. — 

1  Phil.  Ev.  290.  Whether  the  witness  who  is  allowed  to  give 
his  opinion  in  evidence,  is  an  expert,  and  skilled  in  the  matter 
about  which  his  opinion  is  desired,  is  a  question  for  the  court. — 

2  PhU.  Ev.  (0.  &  H.'s  Notes)  761. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 


NOLEN  vs.  PALMER. 

1.  The  acts  of  Congress  of  1805  and  1820,  "  concerning  the  mode  of  suireying 
the  pabUo  lands  of  the  United  States/'  do  not  establish  the  comers  of  sab- 
divikonB  of  fractional  sections,  as  fixed  by  the  United  States'  sorveyors,  in 
Hie  gOTemment  surveys,  as  the  true  comers  ;  but  the  comers  of  quarter 
sections  are  to  be  placed  ec(ui-dlstant  from  the  section  comers  on  the 
line.    (Adhering  to  the  decision  in  Walters  v.  Commons,  2  Porter  38.) 

E&BOK  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Barbour. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Robert  Dougherty. 
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Trespass  to  try  titles  bj  Avery  Nolen  against  Benjamin 
Palmer,  "  to  recover  possession  of  the  east  half  of  the  north- 
east quarter  of  fractional  section  26,  in  township  10,  range  27, 
lying  in  Barbour,  and  subject  to  entry  at  the  Land  Office  in 
Montgomery  ;  to  try  the  titles  thereto,  and  recover  damages  for 
the  detention  thereof,  and  particularly  to  try  the  titles  to  the 
south  end  of  said  tract,  now  in  possession  of,  and  under  culti- 
vation by  the  defendant,  and  also  damages  for  the  detention 
thereof." 

It  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that  the  parties  claimed 
adjacent  tracts  of  land  in  the  same  fractional  section,  under 
patents  from  the  United  States,  both  of  which  were  issued  on 
the  same  day  ;  and  the  only  question  between  them  was,  where 
the  division  line  ran.  ''  The  plaintiff's  evidence  conduced  to 
prove,  that  the  eastern  boundary  line  of  said  fractional  section 
was  returned  to  the  General  Land  Office,  by  the  original  official 
government  surveyor,  in  his  original  and  only  return,  as  being 
94  chains  and  40  links  in  length,  when  in  fact,  as  the  county 
surveyor  testified,  it  is  101  chains  and  50  links  long ;  that  plain- 
tiff's lands  were  returned  and  represented,  in  said  original 
return,  as  containing  74  acres,  whereas,  in  fact,  as  said  county 
surveyor  testified,  they  contain  80]-  acres ;  that  defendant's 
lands  were  returned  and  represented,  in  said  original  return, 
as  containing  only  92  acres,  whereas,  in  fact,  as  said  county 
surveyor  testified,  they  contain  100 J  acres;  thus  showing  an 
aggregate  gain  by  said  lands,  over  the  amount  returned  to  the 
General  Land  Office,  of  15  acres,  which,  as  plaintiff  contends, 
should  be  divided  between  him  and  defendant  in  proportion  to 
said  amounts  owned  by  them  respectively." 

"  It  was  in  evidence  tliat  the  half-mile  stake,  placed  by  said 
original  surveyor  at  the  point  to  which  defendant  claims,  and 
called  in  his  field  notes  a  quarter  section  corner,  is,  according  to 
plaintiff 's  evidence,  short  of  a  half  mile  from  the  section  corner 
of  said  fractional  section,  and  that  the  true  half-mile  point 
from  said  section  comer  is  several  chains  further  south,  at  the 
point  to  whicli  plaintiff  claims ;  and  that,  if  plaintiff's  lands 
extend  to  said  true  half-mile  stake,  then  defendant  has,  and 
before  suit  had,  in  cultivation,  claiming  as  his  own,  over  tijoo 
acres  of  land  claimed  in  this  action  by  plaintiff;  that  if  said 
overplus  or  gain  was  divided  between  plaintiff  and  defendant. 
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then  the  amoant  of  plaintiff's  land,  so  claimed  and  cultivated 
bj  defendant,  is  5|  acres  ;  bat,  if  the  quarter  section  comer,  as 
placed  by  said  original  surveyor,  be  the  true  point  of  division 
between  plaintiff's  and  defendant's  lands,  then  no  trespass  has 
been  committed." 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  that,  this  being  a  fractional  sec- 
tion, said  half-mile  stake,  or  quarter  section  corner,  as  placed 
by  said  original  surveyor,  was  the  true  point  of  division  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant  in  respect  to  their  said  lands ;  and  this 
charge  is  now  assigned  for  error. 

J.  BuFORD  and  S.  F.  Rice,  for  plaintiff  in  error,  contended, 
that  the  half-mile  stakes  are  not  fixed  by  law,  as  in  the  case  of 
section  comers,  and  if  the  surveyor  made  a  mistake  in  placing 
them,  they  may  be  moved;  citing  Walters  v.  Commons,  2  Porter 
38,  which  was  recognized  as  the  law  of  this  case  in  21  Ala.  70. 

P.  T.  Satre,  contra^  insisted,  that,  the  land  in  controversy 
being  a  fractional  section,  must  be  governed  by  the  laws  appli- 
cable to  fractional  sections,  which  establish  the  length  of  the 
lines  as  actually  fixed  by  the  government  surveyors ;  citing 
Lewen  v.  Smith,  7  Porter  428. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— The  patent  of  the  plaintiff,  Nolen, 
called  for  the  east  half  of  the  north-east  quarter  of  fractional 
section  26,  township  10,  and  range  27,  containing  seventy-four 
acres,  according  to  the  plat  of  the  official  survey  returned  by 
the  Surveyor  Greneral  to  the  Land  Office.  The  eastern  line  of 
this  section,  running  north  and  south,  was  more  than  a  mile  in 
length,  and  the  half-mile  stake,  or  quarter  section  corner,  as 
fixed  by  the  United  States  surveyor,  was  less  than  a  half  mile 
from  the  north-eastern  corner  of  the  section.  The  questions 
presented  by  the  record,  are,  whether  the  eastern  line  of  the 
plaintiff's  lands  runs  below  the  corner  thus  fixed  by  the  Sur- 
veyor General?  and,  if  so,  how  far? 

The  act  of  Congress  of  24th  April,  1820,  (3  Stat,  at  Large 
366)  provides,  that  in  "  case  of  the  division  of  a  quarter  section, 
the  line  for  the  division  thereof  shall  run  north  and  south,  and 
that  the  corners  and  contents  of  half  quarter  sections,  which 
may  her99&er  be  sold,  shall  be  ascertained  in  the  manner,  and 
26 
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on  the  principles,  directed  and  prescribed  by  the  second  section 
of  an  act,  entitled,  "  an  act  concerning  the  mode  of  surveying 
the  public  lands  of  the  United  States,"  passed  the  11th  Febru- 
ary, 1805  ;  and  fractional  sections,  containing  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres,  and  up^vards,  shall,  in  like  manner,  as  nearly  as 
practicable,  be  subdivided  into  half  quarter  sections,  under  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury."  These  regulations,  which  may  be  regarded  as 
part  of  the  law,  authorized  the  subdivisions  of  fractional  sec- 
tions, into  half  quarter  sections,  by  lines  running  east  and 
west,  as  well  as  north  and  south. — Circular  Letter  of  Secretary 
of  Treasury  to  the  Surveyor  General  of  10th  June,  1820  ;  2 
Porter's  Public  Land  Laws,  &c.,  820. 

The  corners  and  contents,  therefore,  of  the  east  half  of  the 
north  east  comer  of  fractional  section  26,  belonging  to  the  plain- 
tiff, must  be  ascertained  upon  the  principles  of  the  second  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  Congress  of  11th  February,  1805. — 2  Stat, 
at  Large,  318. 

The  construction  of  this  section  of  the  act  referred  to,  was 
settled  by  the  decision  of  this  court  in  Walters  v.  Commons,  2 
Porter  38,  where  the  question  was  directly  presented,  as  to 
whether  the  corners  of  subdivisions  of  sections,  established  incor- 
rectly by  the  United  States'  surveyor,  could  be  corrected  by 
removing  the  half-mile  stakes.  The  court  held,  that  the  cor- 
ners of  subdivisions  of  sections  were  not  declared  to  be  estab- 
lished ^^  as  the  proper  corners,"  as  was  the  case  with  the  sec- 
tion comers,  but  that  the  corners  of  such  subdivisions  were  to 
be  placed  ^^  as  nearly  equi-distant  as  possible  from  the  comers 
of  the  section  ;"  and  if  a  mistake  was  made  in  that  particular, 
by  the  United  States'  surveyor,  the  mistake  could  be  corrected. 
We  are  free  to  confess,  that  this  construction  appears  to  us  to 
be  directly  in  the  teeth  of  the  act,  which,  in  our  opinion,  as 
clearly  establishes  the  comers  of  subdivisions  of  sections,  when 
fixed  by  the  surveyor  of  the  United  States,  as  the  true  corners 
of  such  subdivisions,  as  of  the  sections ;  but,  as  the  decision  is 
in  relation  to  the  boundaries  of  lands,  we  do  not  feel  at  liberty 
to  ovenrule  it,  according  to  the  principles  laid  down  by  this 
court  in  the  case  of  Rawles  v.  Kennedy,  23  Ala.  240. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  defendant  in  error,  that  the  case  of  Lew^i 
V.  Smith,  7  Porter  428,  is  in  conflict  with  Walters  v.  Commona, 
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supra  ;  and  it  is  undeniable,  that  the  reasoning  of  the  judge 
who  delivered  the  opinion  in  the  first  case  referred  to,  would 
lead  to  the  adoption  of  a  different  principle  from  that  established 
in  Walters  v.  Commons ;  but  the  point  was  not  presented  in 
Lewen  t.  Smith.  The  question  there  was,  whether  a  firactional 
section  line — ^not  the  subdivision  of  the  fraction---as  actually  run 
by  the  United  States'  surveyor,  was  the  true  line,  and  whether 
the  corner  of  the  section,  as  fixed  by  that  o£5cer,  was  the  true 
comer.  The  case  of  Commons  v.  Walters,  holds,  that  the 
section  lines  and  comers  thus  established  cannot  be  changed, 
and  the  decisions  in  the  two  cases  are  entirely  consistent  with 
each  other. 

We  are  forced,  therefore,  under  the  influence  of  the  first 
case,  to  hold  that  the  quarter  section  comer  on  the  eastern  line 
of  the  section  must  be  fixed  equi-distant  from  the  section  cor* 
ners  on  the  same  line  ;  and  a  line  run  from  that  comer,  thus 
ascertained,  west  to  the  half  quarter  section  running  north  and 
south,  would  be  the  southern  boundary  of  the  plaintiff 's  line 
under  the  patent. 

The  charge  of  the  court  not  being  in  accordance  with  these 
views,  the  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


RICHARDSON'S   ADMR'S  vs.  RICHARDSON  et  al. 

1.  A  testator  appointed  his  widow  gaardian  of  his  minor  children  and  execu- 
trix of  l^jB  will,  and  directed  the  share  of  each  child  to  be  paid  on  its  arriving 
at  ftdl  age  ;  a  division  of  the  estate  was  aften^'ards  had  between  the  widow 
and  chOdren,  by  persons  duly  appointed  by  the  Orphans'  Court,  but  no  set- 
tlement was  made  with  the  court ;  after  the  widow's  death,  her  administra- 
tors were  cited,  by  one  of  the  testator's  legatees,  to  settle  her  executorsiiip, 
and  also,  by  one  of  hrr  distributees,  to  settle  their  administration  on  her 
estate ;  after  due  noUce,  all  the  parties  in  interest  appeared,  and  "  it  was 
agreed  that  both  estates  should  be  blended  and  considered  as  one,  as  the  par- 
ties in  interest  to  both  were  precisely  the  same ;''  and  a  settlement  was  made, 
and  a  decree  rendcu-ed  accordingly :  Held^  on.  error  assigned  by  the  admin- 
istrators, that  the  <lecree  was  erroneous,  because  the  two  estates  could  not  be 
thus  crasoUdate^  by  the  Probate  Court. 
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Euoa  to  the  Coart  of  Probate  of  Shelby. 

The  error  assigned  is,  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Probate  on 
the  final  settlement  <^  the  estates  of  Charles  Richardson  and 
Mary  Richardson  ;  the  administrators  of  said  Mary  Richard- 
son being  plaantifi  in  error.  The  facts  of  the  case  are  detailed 
in  the  opinion. 

WaiTE  &  Parsons,  for  plaintiffs  in  error,  contended,  that 
the  decree  was  erroneons,  because  tiie  settlement  of  the  two 
estates  could  not  be  consolidated,  as  no  execution  could  issue  on 
such  a  decree  against  the  sureties  on  either  bond. 

F.  BuGBEC,  contraj  contended,  that  plaintiflb  in  error  could 
not  be  heard  to  object  to  the  decree,  as  it  was  made  by  thdr 
consent ;  and  that  tiiey  could  not  raise  the  objection  that  the 
minors  could  not  consent,  as  the  latter  did  not  assign  error  for 
themsdves,  nor  complain  of  the  decree. 

PHELAN,  J. — From  the  record  it  appears,  that  Charles 
Richardson  died  in  Shelby  County,  in  1842,  leaving  a  will,  and 
appointing  his  wife,  Mary  Richardson,  and  another,  executor 
and  executrix. 

Mary  Richardson  became  sole  executrix,  and  gave  bond.  Id 
December,  1842,  a  division  of  the  estate  of  Charles  Richardson 
was  made  between  his  widow  and  children,  ten  in  number,  sev- 
eral of  whom  were  minors,  by  persons  duly  appointed  by  the 
Orphans'  Court,  agreeably  to  the  will ;  but  no  settlement  of  the 
estate  was  ever  made  with  the  court.  The  executors  were 
made  by  the  will  guardians  of  the  minor  children,  and  they 
were  directed  to  keep  the  estate  together,  after  paying  off  to 
the  adults  their  shares ;  being  required  to  pay  to  the  minors 
their  shares  respectively  as  they  become  of  age ;  all  the  shares 
to  be  equal. 

Mary  Richardson  died  in  1849,  and  George  M.  Randall  and 
Noah  T.  Richardson  were  appointed  administrators  of  her  estate, 
and  gave  bond,  and  proceeded  to  administer.  In  May,  1851, 
they  were  cited  on  the  motion  of  Meroney,  one  of  the  legatees 
of  Charles  Richardson,  to  make  settlement  of  the  executorship 
of  their  intestate  on  his  estate  s  and  in  April,  1851)  they  were 
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cited  oiKtbe  motion  of  J.  L.  Richardson,  one  of  the  distributees 
of  Mary  Richardson,  to  make  settlement  of  their  administra- 
tion of  her  estate. 

After  due  notice,  all  the  parties  in  interest  in  both  these  set- 
tlements appeared,  and  agreed,  as  the  parties  in  interest  in  both 
estates  were  the  saine,  that  the  whole  matter  might  be  blended 
and  one  settlement  inade  of  both  the  estates ;  in  the  language 
of  the  record,  '^  it  is  agreed  tiiat  both  estates  of  the  said  Marj 
and  the  said  Charles  Richardson  be  blended  and  considered  as 
one,  as  the  parties  in  interest  to  both  are  precisely  the  same." 
A  settlement  was  made,  and  a  decree  rendered  accordingly  on 
this  presumption. 

Now,  upon  reflection,  it  will  appear  that  this  cannot  be  so. — 
The  parties  in  interest  in  the  settlement  of  the  estate  of  Charles 
R.,  are  his  widow  and  legatees  ;  but  the  parties  in  interest  in 
the  settlement  of  the  estate  of  Mary  R.,  are  her  heirs*  The 
interest  which  her  heirs  or  children  have  in  the  settlement  and 
distribution  of  her  estate  may  be  admitted  to  be  the  same,  in 
degree,  which  they  had  in  that  of  their  father  under  his  will ; 
in  both,  they  would  each  take  an  equal  child's  part.  But  it 
will  be  readily  seen,  that,  in  the  settlement  and  distribution  of 
the  estate  ef  Charles  R.,  the  interest  of  the  widow  and  that  of 
the  children  are  antagonistical,  because  their  shares  must  be 
diminished  to  the  extent  of  her  share.  It  is  impossible,  there- 
fore, to  blend  the  settlement  and  distribution  of  the  two  estates, 
upon  the  idea  that  the  same  parties  would  be  plaintiflb,  and  the 
same  defendants,  in  both  cases.  So  far  as  the  stating  of  the 
accounts  for  a  settlement  goes,  Mary  Richardson,  as  executor, 
and  the  administrators  of  Mary  Richardson,  are  the  »ime,  it  is 
true,  and  these  would  bo  charged  with  the  duty  of  stating  the 
accounts  in  both  cases  ;  but  in  the  matter  of  contesting  these 
accounts,  and  in  the  distribution  of  the  assets  after  payment  of 
debts,  the  share  to  fall  to  a  child  must  be  aflfected  by  the  share 
that  goes  to  the  widow  in  the  one  case,  and  not  in  the  other. 

But,  if  it  were  possible  to  blend  a  settlement  of  two  estates 
in  this  way,  it  is  very  questionable,  whether  the  Probate  Court, 
whose  powers  are  limited  and  special,  has  any  jurisdiction  that 
will  authorize  it ;  and  consent,  we  know,  will  not  confer  juris- 
diction. An  obvious  consequence  of  rendering  one  decree  on 
the  settlement  of  two  estates,  would  be,  to  make  it  impossible  to 
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hold  the  BuretieB  on  the  respective  bonds  liable,  on  failure  of  their 
principals  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  decree ;  and  when  minors 
were  concerned,  would  it  be  lawful  for  the  court  to  allow  tbrir 
interests  to  be  jeoparded  by  such  a  step,  even  with  the  consent 
of  their  guardians  1 

The  decree  of  the  Probate  Court  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  is 
remanded,  that  the  court  may  proceed,  in  conformity  with  these 
views,  to  settle  the  two  estates  separately,  pursuant  to  the  will 
in  the  one  case,  and  according  to  the  statute  in  the  other. 


HARRIS  ET  AL.  vs.  NESBIT. 

1.  An  incorporated  town  retains  its  corporate  capacity  until  its  charter  is  de- 
clared forfeited  in  a  direct  judicial  proceeding  :  it  cannot  be  held,  in  any 
collateral  proceeding,  to  hare  forfeited  its  charter  by  non-user. 

Error  to  the  Chancery  Court  of  Cherokee. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  David  G.  Ligon. 

The  plaintiffs  in  error  filed  their  bill  in  the  court  below  against 
Wilson  Nesbit,  alleging,  that  one  Jane  Lowry,  in  her  life-time, 
owned  and  kept  a  ferry  at  Cedar  Bluff  in  said  county,  under  a 
license  granted  to  her  by  the  Commissioners'  Court  of  said 
county  ;  that,  on  her  death,  the  said  ferry  license  and  privileges 
were  renewed  and  revived,  by  grant  from  said  court  to  com- 
plainants, who  were  the  heirs  at  law  of  said  Jane  Lowry ;  that 
complainants  have  kept  up  said  ferry,  according  to  law,  from  the 
time  of  said  grant,  in  1845  ;  that  some  time  during  the  year 
1846,  defendant,  having  obtained  leave  from  said  court,  estab- 
lished another  ferry  within  fifty  or  one  hundred  yards  of  that 
owned  by  complainants  ;  that  there  is  no  town  within  two  miles 
of  complainants'  ferry,  and  that  neither  the  public  good  nor 
convenience  demanded  the  establishment  of  another  ferry ;  that 
complainants  are  in  no  default  with  respect  to  their  said  ferry, 
and  that  this  proceeding  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  is  in  dero- 
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gation  of  their  rigkts,  greatly  to  the  ]|^rejudice  of  their  interests, 
and  destrnctive  of  their  chartered  privileges.  The  prayer  of 
the  bill  is  for  an  injunction  against  the  defendant ;  that  his  ferry 
be  abated,  and  he  be  decreed  forever  from  keeping  up  said  ferry, 
without  the  leave  or  consent  of  the  complainants  being  first  had 
and  obtained. 

On  the  filing  of  this  bill  the  Chancellor  granted  the  injunction. 
The  defendant  afterwards  filed  his  answer,  alleging,  among 
other  things,  that  the  town  of  Cedar  Bluff  was  duly  incorpora- 
ted by  an  act  of  the  Legislature ;  that  the  Commissioners' 
Court  of  said  county,  therefore,  have  the  right  to  determine  how 
many  and  what  ferries  shall  be  established  at  that  place,  because 
it  is  an  incorporated  town  ;  that  he  was  authorized,  by  regular 
grant  of  license  from  said  court,  to  establish  his  ferry ;  and  he 
sets  out  in  his  atiswcr  said  act  of  incorporation  and  said  order 
of  the  court  granting  his  license. 

The  complainants  filed  an  amended  bill,  alleging,  by  way  of 
rejoinder,  that  only  one  election  had  ever  taken  place  under 
said  act  of  incorporation ;  and  claiming  that  said  charter  had 
therefore  been  forfeited  by  non-user,  and  that  Cedar  Bluff  is 
not  to  be  considered  an  incorporated  town,  and  is  not 
within  the  exception  of  the  statute.  The  pleadings  and  evi- 
dence contain  much  other  matter,  which  is  not  deemed  neces- 
sary to  an  understanding  of  the  decision,  and  is  therefore 
omitted. 

On  the  coming  in  of  the  answer  the  Chancellor  dissolved  the 
injunction,  and  on  the  final  hearing  he  dismissed  the  bill ;  and  his 
decree  is  now  assigned  for  error. 

A.  J.  Walker,  for  plaintiffs  in  error,  contended: 

1.  That  the  corporation  of  Cedar  Bluff  had  been  dissolved 
before  the  establishment  of  the  defendant's  ferry,  and  it  had 
not  the  power  of  resuscitating  itself;  that  the  succession  of 
individuals  composing  the  corporation  was  to  be  kept  up,  accord- 
ing to  the  charter,  by  elections  held  by  managers  appointed  by 
the  council ;  that  there  had  long  ceased  to  be  any  council,  and 
therefore  no  managers  could  be  appointed,  and  no  elections  held  ; 
citing  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  pp.  654,  655  ;  Phillips 
V.  Wilkham,  1  Paige  596. 

2.  That  the  town,  within  two  miles  of  which   the  Commia. 
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sioners'  Court  is  authorized  to  establish  ferries,  mast  be  an 
ihcori>orated  town. 

3.  That,  if  Cedar  Bluff  was  not  a  town,  the  Commissioners' 
Court  had  no  power  to  establish  a  second  ferry,  and  this  court 
will  interpose  by  injunction  to  prevent  it. — Yates  v.  McDaniel, 
2  Stewart  211. 

Elmore  &  Duval,  contraj  insisted: 

1.  That  Cedar  Bluff  was  an  incorporated  town,  and  therefore 
defendant's  ferry  is  within  the  exception  of  the  statute. — Clay's 
Digest  614  §  29 ;  Pamph.  Acts,  1887,  p.  41 ;  ib.  1842,  p.  170. 
Whether  the  charter  had  been  forfeited,  is  a  question  which 
cannot  be  raised  in  a  collateral  issue.— 2  Kent's  Com.  305, 312, 
note  (c),  with  authorities  there  cited  ;  16  S.  &  R.  140 ;  1 
Penn.  R.  421;  2  Gill  &  J.  126;  6  Cowen  23;  5  AU.  805; 
16  ib.  872. 

2.  That  incorporation  is  not  necessary  to  constitute  a  town, 
witbip  the  meaning  of  the  statute. — ^1  Black.  Com.  116  ;  Bouv. 
Law  Die.  265 ;  Clay's  Digest  272. 

3.  That  the  power  to  decide  upon  the  necessity  for  an  addi- 
tional ferry  is  confided  to  the  Commissioners'  Court,  from  whose 
decision,  so  far  as  that  question  is  concerned,  there  is  no  appeal . 
Jones  V.  Johnson,  2  Ala.  747 ;  Cox  v.  Easter,  1  Porter  180. 

GIBBONS,  J.— "The  subject  of  the  forfeiture  of  corpwate 
franchises  by  non-u$er  or  mis-user^^^  says  Chancellor  Kent, 
"  was  fully  discussed  in  the  case  of  The  King  v.  Amery,  2 
Term  R.  515 ;  and  it  was  held,  that,  though  a  corporation  may 
be  dissolved,  and  its  franchises  lost,  by  non-user  or  neglect,  yet 
it  was  assumed  as  an  undeniable  proposition,  that  the  default 
was  to  bo  judicially  determined  in  a  suit  instituted  for  the 
purpose.  The  ancient  doubt  was,  whether  a  corporation  could 
be  dissolved,  at  all,  for  a  breach  of  trust.  It  is  now  well  set- 
tled, that  it  may ;  but  then  it  must  be  first  called  upon  to  an- 
swer. No  advantage  can  be  taken  of  any  w^n-ustr  or  mis^user 
on  the  part  of  a  corporation,  by  any  defendant  in  any  collateral 
action.  In  the  great  case  of  The  quo  warranto  against  the  city 
of  London,  in  the  34th  Charles  II,  it  was  a  point  incidentally 
mooted,  whether  a  corporation  could  surrender  and  dissolve 
itself  by  deed;  and  it  was  conceded,  that  it  might  be  dissolved 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUABY  TERM,  1854>  401 

Hanto  et  al.  v.  NMbit. 

by  refaaal  to  act,  so  as  to  have  any  members  requisite  to  pre- 
serve its  being.  There  are  two  modes  of  proceeding  judicially 
to  ascertain  and  enforce  the  forfeiture  of  a  charter  for  default 
or  abuse  of  power.  The  one  is  by  scire  facias  ;  and  ^at  pro- 
cess is  proper,  where  there  is  a  legal  existing  body,  capable 
of  acting,  but  who  have  abused  their  power*  The  other  mode 
is  by  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warrarUo ;  which  is  in 
form  a  criminal,  and  in  its  nature  a  civil  remedy ;  and  that  pro- 
ceeding applies  where  there  is  a  body  corporate  de  facto  only, 
but  who  take  upon  themselves  to  act,  though,  from  some  defect 
in  their  constitution,  they  cannot  legally  exercise  their  powers. 
Both  these  modes  of  proceeding  against  corporations  are  at  the 
instance,  and  on  behalf  of  the  Government.  The  State  must 
be  a  party  to  the  prosecution ;  for  tiie  judgment  is,  that  the 
parties  be  ousted,  and  the  franchises  seized  into  the  hands  of  the 
Grovernment.  This  remedy  must  bo  pursued  at  law,  and  there 
only :  a  court  of  chancery  never  deals  with  the  question  of  for- 
feiture.''—2  Kent's  Com.  312. 

Assuming  the  doctrine  of  the  text  above  quoted  to  be  correct, 
(and  we  have  not  a  doubt  that  it  is  so,)  the  question  presented 
by  the  record  before  us  is  easily  solved.  Waiving  the  question, 
as  to  whether  the  term  "  town,"  as  employed  by  the  statute, 
(Clay's  Digest  514  §  29,)  means  an  incorporated  town,  or  merely 
a  village,  if  it  be  true  that,  when  an  act  of  incorporation  is  once 
passed  in  favor  of  a  town,  it  must  be  considered  as  incorporated 
until  said  act  of  incorporation  or  charter  is  withdrawn,  or  de- 
clared forfeited  by  judicial  action,  then  it  follows  necessarily, 
that  the  town  of  Cedar  Bluff  is  an  incorporated  town,  for  all 
the  purposes  of  this  suit.  We  have  no  doubt  that  any  place, 
or  collection  of  houses,  incorporated  as  a  town  by  act  of  the 
Legislature,  falls  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  In  fact, 
the  argument  of  the  complainants'  counsel  concedes  this.  It  is 
conceded,  that  an  act  of  incorporation  was  passed  by  the  Leg- 
islature of  Alabama,  and  that  Cedar  Bluff  was  once  an  incorpo- 
rated town.  Having  once  had  this  character,  it  will  retain  it, 
until  the  charter  is  forfeited  by  judicial  decision  directly  upon 
the  question.  It  cannot  be  declared  forfeited,  for  the  first  time, 
in  a  collateral  manner,  as  would  have  been  the  case  if  the 
Chancellor  had  proceeded  to  consider  that  question  in  the  pres- 
wt  suit. 
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For  all  the  purposes  of  this  record,  the  town  of  Cedar  Bluff 
is  an  incorporated  town  ;  and  as  above  remarked,  we  do  not 
now  feel  called  upon,  in  the  present  case,  to  decide  as  to  the 
precise  meaning  of  the  word  ^^  town,"  as  used  in  the  statute 
above  cited. 

We  have  but  to  add,  that  the  decree  of  the  court  below  is 
affirmed,  with  costs. 


LiGOM,  J.,  not  sitting. 


FERGUSON  AND  SCOTT  vs.  BABER'S  ADM'RS. 

1.  A  general  demurrer  to  a  declaration  containing  one  good  coont  may  be 
overruled. 

2.  In  an  action  on  a  detinue  bond,  counsel  fees  for  defending  the  suit  in  the 
Circuit  Court  are  recoverable;  but  counsel  fees  for  defending  in  the  Supreme 
Court,  to  which  the  ca^e  was  removed  by  the  plaintiff  below,  cannot  tie 
recovered. 

(GoLDTHWArrs,  J.,  dissenting,  held,  that  counsel  fees  for  defending  in)M>th 
courts  should  be  allowed.) 

Error  to  the  Circait  Court  of  Chambers. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Nat.  Cook. 

Action  op  debt  by  Nathaniel  Baber  against  the  plaintiffs 
in  error  on  a  detinue  bond.  The  pleadings  are  not  shown  by 
the  record  ;  but  the  bill  of  exceptions  recites,  that  the  defen- 
dants' demurrer  to  the  declaration  was  overmled,  and  they 
thereupon  pleaded  the  general  issue,  with  leave  to  give  any 
special  matter  in  evidence.  On  the  trial,  it  was  shown  that 
in  said  action  of  detinue,  judgment  was  rendered  for  the 
defendant  therein  by  the  Circuit  Court,  which  judgment  wavS 
affirmed  on  error  by  the  Supreme  Court ;  and  it  was  admit- 
ted that  the  plaintiff  in  that  suit  had  paid  all  the  costs,  both  of 
the  Circuit  and  Supreme  Courts,  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit.    The  plaintiff  offered  to  prove  the  reasonable 
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value  of  the  services  rendered  him  by  his  attorneys,  in 
defending  said  suit  in  the  Circuit  Court,  and  afterwards  in 
the  Supreme  Court,  and  that  he  had  paid. for  such  services. 
The  defendants  objected  to  each  part  of  this  evidence ;  but 
their  objections  were  overruled,  and  they  excepted.  There 
was  no  proof  of  malice  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  said 
action  of  detinue,  in  prosecuting  said  suit  in  the  Circuit 
and  Supreme  Courts.  The  court  charged  the  jury,  in  effect, 
that  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit  was  entitled  to  recover  the  rea- 
sonable value  of  necessary  counsel  fees  for  defending  said 
action  of  detinue,  both  in  the  Circuit  and  Supreme  Courts ; 
and  to  this  charge  the  defendants  excepted. 

The  rulings  of  the  court  on  the  demurrer  and  evidence,  as 
above  stated,  and  the  charge  given,  ax'e  now  assigned  for  error. 

S.  F.  Bice,  for  plaintiffs  in  error: 

1.  Where  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  of  detinue  gives  bond  at 
the  commencement  of  his  suit,  conditioned  to  be  void  if  he 
fails  in  the  suit,  and  pays  the  defendant  ^'  all  costs  and  dam- 
i^es  he  may  sustain  by  the  wrongful  suing  out  of  said  writ,'' 
in  the  absence  of  malice,  there  is  no  liability  on  such  bond 
for  the  fees  paid  by  the  defendant  to  attorneys  for  defending 
the  action  of  detinue,  nor  for  fees  paid  by  the  defendant  to 
attorneys  for  services  rendered  in  the  Supreme  Court  on  the 
removal  of  said  suit  to  that  court,  by  writ  of  error  sued  out 
by  the  plaintiff  in  that  suit. 

2.  It  is  clear,  that  fees  paid  by  the  defendant  to  his  attor- 
neys, for  their  services  rendered  in  the  Supreme  Court,  on 
ihe  removal  of  the  cause  to  that  court  by  writ  of  error,  sued 
out  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  of  detinue,  cannot  be  regar- 
ded as  costs  or  damages  sustained  '*by  the  wrongful  suing 
out"  of  the  original  writ  in  detinue.  These  fees  are  not  the 
^'natural  and  proximate  consequences"  of  the  wrongful  suing 
out  of  the  original  writ,  but  of  a  new  suit  commenced  by 
the  suing  out  of  another  and  different  writ,  to-wit :  a  writ 
of  error.  The  sureties  on  the  bond  (who  are  sued  in  this 
case)  cannot  be  made  liable  for  the  issuance  of  the  writ  of 
error,  nor  for  any  injury  resulting  from  it,  because  it  is  not 
embraced  in  the  bond. — Ilurlestone  on  Bonds,  57  to  60,  top 
p.  (9  vol.  Law  Library). 
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8.  If  such  fees  could  be  recovered  at  all  in  any  suit  upon 
such  bond,  they  cannot  be  recovered  under  the  declaratioa 
in  this  suit,  because  the j  are  not  averred  or  set  forth  in  the 
declaration  as  damages.--  Donnril  v.  Jones,  18  Ala.  490 ; 
Seay  v.  Greenwood,  21  i6.  495. 

4.  The  action  on  such  a  bond  is  not  to  be  governed  by  all 
the  rules  which  govern  actions  on  attachment  bonds.  For 
instance ;  it  is  settled,  tiiat  in  an  action  on  an  attachment 
bond,  tixe  wrongful  suing  out  of  an  attachment  means,  the 
suing  it  out  when  not  a  single  one  of  the  grounds  on  whieh 
an  attachmmt  may  foe  sued  out,  in  ftiet  exists.  The  wrong- 
fulness of  the  suing  out  of  an  attachment  di^nds  on  Ae 
existenoe  or  non-existence  of  EK>me  one  legcd  ground  for 
suing  out  such  process.  How  can  this  be  applied  to  tlie 
suing  out  of  a  writ  in  detinue  ?  The  law  does  not  specify 
any  ground  on  the  existence  of  which  a  writ  in  detinue  may 
be  siKd  out.  How  then  can  we  determine  when  such  writ  is 
wrongfully  sued  out?  The  m^e  failure  in  the  suit,  on  the 
construction  of  written  instruments,  as  to  the  meaning  of 
whidi  respectable  lawyers  and  judges  might  well  differ, 
ought  not  to  be  held  as  proof  that  the  writ  was  wrongfully 
sued  out.  But  if  so,  the  damages  ought  to  be  conined  to 
the  loss  of  service  of  the  property  sued  (or  and  seized  under 
the  writ,  and  ought  not  to  extend  to  attorneys'  fees. 

5.  But  the  bond  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  in  tiiis 
case  is  utterly  void,  and  furnishes  no  ground  for  a  recovery. 
It  is  nudum  pactum,  and  there  was  no  authority  in  the  clerk, 
or  any  other  officer,  to  take  or  approve  it. — Jackson  v.  The 
Governor,  15  Ala.  703.  The  statute  authorizes  the  clerk  to 
issue  the  writ,  upon  the  plaintiff,  his  agent,  or  attorney,  ma- 
king affidavit  that  the  property  belongs  to  plaintiff.  If  no 
affidavit  is  made  by  the  plaintiff,  his  agent,  or  attorney,  as 
provided  by  statute,  the  clerk  has  no  power  or  authority 
to  take  a  bond  from  the  plaiutif,  nor  to  require  the  sheriff  to 
take  the  property.  Where  by  statute  a  special  authority  is 
delegated  "to  a  particular  person,  affecting  the  property  of 
individuals,"  it  must  be  strictly  pursued,  and  ^'appear  to  be 
so  upon  the  face  of  the  proceedings." — ^Rex  v.  Croke,  1 
Cowper's  Rep.  26  ;  Braley  v.  Clarke  &  Peck,  22  Ala.  As 
it  d5es  not  appear  that  any  affidavit  was  ever  made,  n<M:  that 
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the  sheriff  ever  was  required  to  seize  the  slaves,  nor  that  the 
slaves  ever  were  seized,  there  is  nothing  to  uphold  the  bond; 
there  is  no  authority  in  the  clerk  to  take  it,  and  there  is  no 
consideration  to  support  it.    No  court  wiU  enforce  it. 

6.  Each  objection  to  the  evidence  should  have  been  sus- 
tained. The  affirmative  charge  is  erroneous.  It  not  only 
asserted,  that  upon  the  whole  evidence  the  plaintiffs  below 
were  entitled  to  recover,  but  that  they  might  recover  the 
attorneys'  fees  for  defending  in  the  Circuit  Court,  and  also 
the  attorneys'  fees  for  services  in  the  Supreme  Court  on  the 
writ  of  error.  The  charge  asked  should  have  been  given, 
not  only  for  the  reasons  above  set  forth,  but  also,  because, 
in  no  case  can  attorneys'  fees  be  recovered,  except  where 
malice  is  shown  and  vindictive  damages  are  recoverable. — 
Marshall  v.  Betner,  17  Ala.  832. 

M.  Andrews,  contra  : 

1.  The  demurrer  to  the  declaration  being  general,  it  was 
properly  overruled,  as  the  first  count  was  unexception- 
able. 

2.  Attorney's  fees  for  defending  the  detinue  suit  must  be 
regarded  as  a  part  of  the  actual  damage  occasioned  by  the 
suing  out  of  the  writ,  and  are  therefore  recoverable.— Seay 
V.  Greenwood,  21  Ala.  491.  The  removal  of  the  cause,  by 
writ  of  error,  from  the  Circuit  to  the  Supreme  Court,  was 
merely  a  continuation  of  the  same  cause,  so  far  as  the  injury 
flowing  from  the  suing  out  of  the  original  writ  is  concerned. 
Barron  v.  Pagles,  6  Ala.  422  ;  Wiswall  v.  Moore,  4  ib.  9. 

CHILTON,  C.  J. — The  demurrer  in  this  case  to  the  declar- 
ation is  not  set  out  in  the  record,  and,  as  every  reasonable  in- 
tendment is  in  favor  of  the  regularity  of  the  judgment,  we  must 
regard  it  as  a  general  demurrer  to  the  declaration ;  and  so  treat- 
ing it,  tiie  court  committed  no  error  in  overruling  it,  as  it  is 
well  settled,  that  upon  a  demurrer  to  the  whole  declaration, 
although  it  may  contain  bad  counts,  yet,  containing  one  good 
one,  the  demurrer  must  be  overruled.  There  can  be  no  question 
as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  first  count ;  it  is  in  the  usual  form 
in  debt  on  the  penal  part  of  the  bond. 

2.  The  next,  and  main  inquiry,  is,  as  to  die  admissibility  of 
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the  evidence  of  payments  made  by  Baber  for  attorneys'  fees 
in  defending  against  the  action  of  detinue  in  which  this  bond 
was  given,  as  also  in  defending  in  the  Supreme  Court  after  the 
cause  was  taken  up  on  writ  of  error,  Scott  having  proved  un- 
successful in  both  courts. 

As  to  the  cost  reasonably  incurred  in  the  Circuit  Court,  and 
the  payment  of  such  compensation  as  was  required  to  obtain 
the  services  of  competent  counsel  to  make  his  defence  in  that 
court,  we  entertain  no  doubt,  under  our  former  decisions,  that 
they  should  have  been  recovered,  and  consequently  the  evidence 
as  to  such  damage  was  properly  admitted.  The  employment 
of  counsel  to  defend  is  a  consequence  which  naturally  or  ordina- 
rily results  from  bringing  a  suit  to  assert  and  maintain  a  con- 
troverted claim ;  and  the  fees  paid  to  them,  in  order  to  make 
defence,  legitimately  constitute  a  portion  of  the  damage  to 
which  the  defendant  is  subjected  within  the  meaning  of  the  con- 
dition of  the  bond,  which  provides  for  the  payment  '^  of  all 
costs  and  damages  the  defendant  may  sustain  by  the  wrongful 
suing  out  of  said  writ." — Seay  v.  Greenwood,  21  Ala.  R.  491, 
496.  The  damages  here  meant  are  those  which  are  the  natural 
or  ordinary  result  of  such  a  wrongful  suiog  out  of  detinue  pro- 
cess, and  obtaining  an  order  of  seizuire.  The  injury  to  the 
defendant  in  being  deprived  of  the  use  of  his  slaves,  or  the  ex- 
pense and  trouble  in  replevying  them  by  giving  bond,  the  expense 
incident  to  defending  against  the  suit  in  the  employment  of 
counsel,  and  the  ordinary  court  costs,  are  all  proximate  injuries, 
which  the  obligors  in  the  bond  must  be  supposed  to  have  had  in 
contemplation  when  they  executed  it,  as  included  in  their  obli- 
gation to  pay  and  satisfy. 

But  with  regard  to  the  fees  of  counsel  for  defending  the  case 
when  taken  by  writ  of  error  to  this  court,  we  find  more  diffi- 
culty. • 

The  general  rule  is,  that  the  liability  of  sureties  will  never  be 
extended  by  implication,  but  the  condition  will,  in  general,  be 
construed  strictly  in  their  favor.  The  bond  before  us  contem- 
plates the  payment  of  such  damages  as  may  have  been  occa- 
sioned by  the  wrongful  suing  out  of  the  writ,  if  the  plaintiffis 
should  fail  in  this  suit.  The  condition  is  broken  immediately 
upon  the  plaintiffs'  failure  in  the  suit,  if  any  cost  or  damage  has 
been  sustained  by  the  defendant,  which  then  remains  unpaid.— 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUiL^RY  TERM,  1854.  407 

Ferguson  and  Soott  t.  6ftber*8  Adm'n. 

The  snit  being  thus  finally  decided,  upon  payment  of  all  costs 
and  damages  which  it  has  occasioned,  the  sureties  have  complied 
with  their  engagement ;  and  so  long  as  this  final  adjudication 
remains  in  full  force,  this  suit  can  work  no  additional  damage 
for  which  they  can  be  held  liable  in  virtue  of  their  bond.  They 
enter  into  no  covenant  that  their  principal  shall  not  make  mo- 
tions in  the  court  with  reference  to  collateral  matters,  which 
may  or  may  not  grow  out  of  it,  and  the  defence  of  which  may 
be  attended  with  cost  to  the  defendant ;  as,  for  example,  the 
attempt  to  set  aside  the  sale  of  the  plaintifi^s  land,  made  under 
an  execution  issued  on  the  judgment  for  cost  against  the  plain- 
tifb.  These  are  remote  and  collateral  matters,  which  may  or 
may  not  arise,  and  which  cannot  be  fairly  presumed  to  have 
been  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  to  the  obligation,  and 
consequently  are  not  embraced  by  it.  They  may  often  happen, 
but  are  not  the  natural  and  ordinary  consequences  from  the 
suing  out  of  the  original  process.  So  with  respect  to  suing  out 
a  new  writ — a  writ  of  error — to  revise  the  proceedings  in  this 
court.  The  costs  of  this  court  have  never  been  considered  as 
recoverable  against  the  sureties,  in  a  bond  given  as  indemnity 
for  costs  in  the  court  below.  Non-residents,  for  many  years 
past,  have  been  required  to  give  security  for  cost  in  the  first 
instance,  or  their  suits  were  subject  to  be  dismissed  ;  but  there 
is  no  instance  where  such  security  has  been  held  liable  for  the 
costs  of  this  court.  Yet  the  usual  form  of  the  obligation  was, 
that  the  party  bound  himself  as  surety  for  cost  in  the  partic- 
ular suit  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff.  This  uniform  practice  is 
persuasive  to  show,  that  the  bond  is  considered  as  providing 
indemnity  only  with  respect  to  the  cost  and  damages  which  may 
be  occasioned  by  the  suit  in  the  primary  court.  Besides; 
although  the  final  judgment  in  the  court  below  is  the  subject 
matter  upon  which  the  writ  of  error  is  based,  the  writ  of  error 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  new  suit,  and  cannot  be  said  to  be  the 
natural  or  ordinal  y  result  of  the  first  suit,  any  more  than  the 
motion,  to  which  we  have  alluded,  to  vacate  a  sale,  or  a  bill  in 
chancery  to  vacate  the  judgment  upon  some  supposed  equitable 
ground.  To  hold  that  the  bond  in  this  case  would  embrace  the 
totti  of  this  court,  would,  we  think,  be  to  enlarge  the  undertak- 
ing of  the  sureties  by  implication,  in  violation  of  the  general 
rule  vre  have  above  stated ;  and  if  the  costs,  which  are  the  neo- 
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eBsary  result  of  an  unfounded  allegation  of  error,  be  excluded, 
much  more  should  fees  to  counsel,  which  are  but  consequential, 
and  may  or  may  not  be  incurred  at  the  option  of  the  defendant, 
be  excluded. 

It  follows  from  what  we  have  said,  that  the  court  below  erred 
in  allowing  fees  paid  to  counsel  in  the  Supreme  Court  to  be 
recovered,  as  a  part  of  the  damage  provided  against  in  this 
bond. 

The  judgment  is  consequently  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded* 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— I  dissent  from  the  opinion  of  the 
majority  of  the  court,  as  to  whether  the  expenses  paid  for  coun- 
sel fees  in  the  Supreme  Court  cannot  be  recovered  in  this  ac- 
tion, upon  a  special  averment  in  the  declararion. 

I  understand  the  case  of  Seay  v.  Greenwood,  21  Ala.  492, 
to  decide,  that  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  wrongfully  suing  out 
an  attachment,  the  reasonable  expenses  paid  by  the  plaintiff  in 
defence  of  the  attachment  suit,  in  the  court  to  which  it  was  re- 
turnable, are  part  of  the  actual  damages  occasioned  by  the  aot 
complained  of,  and  as  such  are  recoverable.  Here  the  action 
is  on  the  bond  given  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  detinue  suit,  and 
conditioned  according  to  the  statute  (Clay's  Digest,  317  §  31) 
for  the  payment  of  all  costs  and  damages  the  defendant  may 
sustain  by  the  wrongful  suing  out  of  the  writ;  and  as  wc  have 
held,  in  the  case  cited,  that  the  counsel  fees  in  the  Circuit 
Court,  if  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  are  actual  damages  prx)perlj 
chargeable  to  the  suing  out  of  the  writ,  it  can  make  no  differ- 
ence that  the  suit  is  on  the  bond  ;  for  the  condition  is  to  pay  the 
damages  the  party  may  sustain,  and  it' would  be  a  strange  thing 
to  hold,  that  actual  damages  in  case  were  one  thing,  and  in 
another  action,  for  identically  the  same  act,  they  were  another 
and  a  different  thing. 

It  appears  to  me  also,  to  follow  as  a  direct  conclusion  from 
the  case  cited,  that  all  tlie  expenses  which  the  defendant  in  the 
first  case  was  reasonably  required  to  pay,  to  protect  himself 
from  the  direct  consequences  of  tbo  wrongful  act,  must  bo  re- 
garded as  actual  damages  resulting  from  that  act,  and  as  a 
proper  and  legitimate  subject  of  recovery,  as  the  fees  paid  to  a 
physician  for  attendance  on  a  slave  warranted  sound.    Sappoae 
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that  a  defendant  found  it  necessary,  to  protect  himself  against 
a  malicious  prosecution,  to  take  the  case  to  the  Supreme  Court, 
Would  not  the  costs  and  expenses  in  that  court  be  part  of  the 
actual  damages  occasioned  by  the  prosecution,  and  recoverable 
as  such  ?  and  if  so,  upon  the  principle  of  the  case  referred 
to,  they  would  be  recoverable  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  any 
other  wrongful  act. 

It  is  not  denied,  that  it  is  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant 
in  the  first  suit  which  gives  him  the  right  to  take  the  case  to 
the  Supreme  Court.  The  case  in  that  court  had  its  origin  in 
the  court  below,  and  it  originated  there  by  the  act  of  the  prin- 
cipal in  the  bond :— it  is  his  act  which  has  brought  it  to  the  ap- 
pellate court,  and  although  the  taking  of  it  there,  is,  as  to 
the  rules  which  apply  to  and  govern  the  writ  of  error,  to  be 
considered  as  a  new  action,  it  is,  so  far  as  the  rights  of  the 
parties  are  concerned,  in  the  aspect  I  am  now  considering  them^ 
but  a  continuation  of  the  former  suit. 

But  it  is  said  that  these  damages  are  not  the  actual  or  prox- 
imate consequences  of  the  act — that  they  are  too  remote.  The 
use  of  these  terms  I  can  understand,  when  applied  to  particu- 
lar cases ;  but  when  used  as  a  rule  for  the  ascertainment  of 
damages,  they  are  wanting  in  precision  and  accuracy.  In  the 
well  known  case  of  Scott  v.  Shepherd,  2  W.  Black.  892,  the 
first  thrower  of  the  squib  was  held  responsible,  though  it  had 
passed  through  the  hands  of  two  other  persons;  and  the 
defendant,  who  went  up  in  a  balloon,  which  descended  in  the 
garden  of  the  plaintiff,  and  attracted  a  crowd  who  trampled 
down  his  vegetables,  was  held  liable  {(x  the  daiyageB  done  by 
the  crowd. — Guille  v.  Swan,  19  Johns.  881.  So,  in  the  case 
of  Lewis  V.  Peake,  7  Taunt.  152,  where  the  action  was  for  a 
breach  of  warranty,  the  declaration  alleging  that  the  plaintiff, 
confiding  in  the  defendant's  warranty,  re-sold  the  horse  wiA 
warranty,  and  was  thereby  subjected  in  an  action  against  him 
to  pay  the  costs,  amounting  to  a  certam  sum,  besides  the  price 
of  the  horse;  and  he  was  allowed  to  recover  tiie  costs  thus  paid. 
In  neither  of  the  cases  were  the  damages  recovered  the  natural 
and  proximate  consequences  of  the  first  act,  in  the  usual  seme 
in  which  those  terms  were  used.  In  the  last,  it  was  the  war- 
ranty of  the  defendant  which  caused  the  warranty  of  the  plain- 
(iffy  and  the  warranty  gt  the  plaintiff  caused  faLn  to  pay  Ac 
27 
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cost,  which  were  held  recoverable  against  the  first  warrantor. — 
In  the  case  before  us,  the  counsel  fees  in  the  Supreme  Court 
were  as  essential  to  an  effectual  protection  of  the  plaintiff's 
right,  as  the  fees  pai^n  the  court  below;  they  were  caused  by 
the  wrongful  act  of  the  principal  in  the  bond ;  they  were  not 
speculative  damages,  and  in  my  opinion,  on  principle  and  au- 
thority, not  too  remote  to  be  recovered. 


STAINTON'S  ADM'RS  vs.  SIMMONS  AND  SIMMONS. 

1.  The  plaintiff  in  the  execution,  under  which  a  sale  is  made  by  a  constable, 
is  not  a  neoessary  party  to  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  sale  on  the  gronnd  that 
the  constable  had  no  authority  to  make  it 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Monroe. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  A.  Cuthbekt. 

John  Stainton,  the  intestate  of  the  appellants,  made  a 
motion,  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  to  set  aside  a  constable's 
sale,  on  the  ground  that  the  constable  had  no  authority  to  make 
it,  inasmuch  as  one  of  the  executions  in  bis  hands  had  been 
quashed  before  the  sale,  and  the  other  had  been  fully  paid  off 
and  satisfied.  The  justice  refused  to  set  aside  the  sale,  and 
the  plaintiff  in  the  motion  took  the  case,  by  appeal,  to  the 
Circuit  Court.  The  constable  and  the  purchaser  at  the  sale 
were  the  only  defendants  to  the  motion.  In  the  Circuit  Court, 
the  defendants  moyed  to  dismiss  the  motion,  because  the  plain- 
tiffii  in  the  executions  were  not  made  parties  to  the  motion  ;  and 
this  motion  was  sustained  by  the  court.  This  judgment  is  here 
assigned  for  error. 

S.  J.  CuMMiNG,  for  appellants. 
K«  C.  ToRBBY,  c(mtra. 
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LIGON,  J. — There  was  no  necessity  to  make  the  plaintiffii 
in  the  executions,  under  which  the  officer  pretended  to  sell  the 
property,  parties  to  the  motion  to  set  aside  the  sale.  Th^ 
had  no  interest  whatever  in  the  controversy  between  the  officer 
and  the  defendant  in  execntion,  arising  oat  of  the  misconduct  of 
the  former  in  executing  the  process  in  his  hands.  The  only 
parties  in  interest  were,  the  constable  and  the  purchaser  at  bis 
sale.  Tbese  were  before  the  court ;  and  the  case  should  not 
have  been  dismissed,  but  the  court  should  have  heard  it  on  its 
merits. 

In  the  case  of  The  Mobile  Cotton  Press  Co.  v.  Moore  & 
Magee,  9  Porter  679,  the  only  parties  to  the  motion  were  the 
defendant  in  execution,  as  plaintiff,  and  the  sheriff  and  the  pur* 
chaser  of  the  lands,  as  defendants  ;  and  this  court  proceeded 
to  consider  and  determine  the  motion.  It  is  true,  no  exception 
appears  to  have  been  taken  in  the  court  below,  or  in  this  court, 
in  regard  to  the  parties  in  that  case ;  but,  we  apprehend,  it 
would  have  been  unavailing,  if  it  had  been  made,  inasmuch  as 
the  act  complained  of  was  not  that  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  writ  of 
fi*fa.y  but  of  the  sheriff  himself  in  the  execution  of  that  writ ; 
and  the  profit,  if  any,  arising  out  of  the  abuse  of  process,  did 
not^  and  could  not,  accrue  to  the  plaintiff,  but  to  the  purchaser 
at  ^e  sale  of  the  officer.  The  plaintiff  in  the  execution  is  never 
a  necessary  party  to  such  motions,  unless  it  is  shown  that  he  is 
the  purchaser,  or  is  interested  in  the  purchase,  and  it  is  then 
necessary  to  bring  him  before  the  court  in  that  capacity. 

Let  the  judgment  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


MOSELEY  vB.  WILKINSON.  ^M 

L  Where  plaintiff  declares  in  case  on  defendant's  omiflrion  of  duty,  in  neg^ 
lecting  to  treat  a  hired  siaye  with  proper  care  and  attention  dniing  the  tenn, 
the  consideration  and  terms  of  the  contract  of  hiring  need  not  be  alleged ; 
and  if  alleged,  the  j  need  not  be  proved  as  averred^ 

t    If  a  dave  is  hired  for  a  particular  serrice,  and  is  afterwards  employed  in  a 
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different  one,  this  is  a  convei'sion  for  which  the  owner  may  bring  trover,  and 
recover  the  value  of  the  slave  with  interest  from  the  time  of  conversion ;  but 
if,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  conversion  before  the  expiration  of  the  term, 
be  receives  the  stipnlated  hire  for  the  entire  term,  he  is  estofvped  from  after- 
wards bringing  trover. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Mcmtgomery. 
Tried  before  ihe  Hod.  Robbrt  Dougherty. 

Action  oil  the  case  by  Robert  A  Moeeley  a^iainst  Beverlj 
N.  Wilkinson ;  the  declaration  containing  two  counts  in  case 
and  one  in  trover.  The  first  count  alleges^  that  plaintiff  hired 
and  d^vered  to  the  defendant  two  slaveB,  ^'  for  a  certain  rea* 
Bonable  reward  to  be  paid  to  said  plaintiff  in  that  behalf,"  fironi 
the  first  day  of  February,  1844,  until  the  first  day  of  January, 
1846 ;  that  it  thereby  became  and  was  defendant's  duty,  to 
treat  said  slaves  with  due  and  proper  care  and  attentiott,  and, 
incase  of  sickness,  with  proper  medical  treatment  and  attend- 
ance ;  that  one  of  said  slaves,  during  said  term  of  hiring,  became 
Biickf  and  required  medical  treatment,  which  defendant,  disre- 
garding his  said  duty  in  that  behalf,  wholly  failed  and  neglected 
to  furnish;  by  means  whereof,  said  slave  died,  &c.  The 
seixmd  count  alleges  the  contract  of  hiring  of  the  slaves  on  l^e 
same  consideration,  and  for  the  same  space  of  time,  ^^  to  be  used 
by  said  defendant  in  the  city  of  Montgomery,  while  so  hired 
by  him,  and  tbe  said  Adeline  to  be  used  by  him  as  a  cook"  ; 
^^  yet  said  defendant,  in  breach  of  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  used 
said  slave  Adeline  otherwise  than  as  a  cook  and  in  said  city  of 
Montgomery,  by  working  in  the  field  and  a  plantation  beyond 
the  limits  of  said  city  of  Montgomery,  on"  &c. ;  ^^  by  means 
whereof,  she  died,  and  became  and  was  wholly  lost  to  plaintiff.*' 
The  third  count  is  in  trover. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  that  the  said  slave  went  into  his  pos- 
session under  a  contract  of  hiring  until  the  first  day  of  January, 
1845,  and  that  before  that  time  she  died ;  that  the  plaintiff 
afterwards,  with  fioti  knowledge  of  her  death,  sad  of  defendant's 
use,  treatment  and  disposition  of  her,  received  and  collected  the 
note  for  tbe  hire  daring  the  ratire  term,  thus  ratifying  defend- 
ant's use  and  treatment  of  her  during  the  term«  He  also  pleaded 
not  guilty  to  each  count,  and  7um  assumpsit  to  the  first  and 
ssftond  nmmtB» 
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On  the  trial,  plaintiff  introduced  a  witneae,  by  the  name  of 
Moseley,  who  testified,  that  he  was  present  when  the  contract 
of  hiring  between  the  parties  was  made ;  tiiat  the  hiring  was  to 
continue  until  the  first  day  of  January,  1845  (but  he  afterwards 
stated,  on  cross  examination,  that  it  was  to  terminate  at  Christ- 
mas preceding)  ;  that  defendant  gave  his  notes  for  the  hire,  two 
for  $45  each,  and  one  for  $50,  due  January  1, 1846 ;  that  SMd 
girl  Adeline  was  hired  to  the  defendant  to  cook  for  him,  and 
lliat  ilefendant  lived  in  the  city  of  Montgomery ;  that  after  the 
price  of  hiring  was  agreed  on,  but  before  the  delivery  of  the 
negroes  to  the  defendant,  or  the  execution  of  the  notes,  plain* 
tiff  told  defendant,  that  be  hired  his  negroes  in  the  city  of 
Montgomery  because  it  was  healthier  than  the  country ;  that  in 
April,  1845,  defendant  re-hired  said  Adeline  to  one  Hughes, 
iriio  lived  in  the  county  about  three  miles  from  the  city  of 
Montgomery,  where  she  was  worked  in  the  field,  and  died  in 
the  latter  part  of  July  of  that  yearv"  There  was  evidence  that 
the  girl  was  neglected  in  her  sickness  ;  no  physician  was  called 
m,  but  she  was  treated  medically  by  Hughes's  overseer,  under 
whose  treatment  she  died,  and  there  was  evidence  that  this 
treatment  was  improper  ;  but  on  these  points,  as  to  neglect  and 
treatment,  the  evidence  was  conflicting.  It  was  also  in  evidence, 
that  the  place  where  Hughes  lived  was,  in  general,  more  un- 
healthy than  the  city  of  Montgomery,  but  that  it  was  healthier 
than  said  city  in  the  year  1845 ;  that  after  plaintiff  had  full 
information  that  the  girl  Adeline  was  hired  to  Hughes,  and  of 
her  death,  and  the  circumstances  of  her  sickness  and  treatment, 
he  disposed  of  the  notes  given  for  the  hire  in  October,  1845, 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  one  Noble,  for  a  val- 
uable consideration,  without  any  deduction  therefrom,  and  that 
defendant  paid  them  to  said  Noble,  when  due,  without  any 
deduction  therefrom  ;  all  of  which  occurred  before  this  suit  was 
commenced. 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  that,  if  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract of  hiring  were  truly  stated  by  the  witness  Moseley,  and  if, 
by  its  terms,  the  hiring  was  to  continue  until  Christmas,  and 
not  to  the  end  of  the  year,  then  plaintiff  could  not  recover  upon 
the  first  and  second  counts  of  his  declaration ;  to  which  charge 
the  plaintiff  excepted. 

The  court  also  charged,  that,  if  the  terms  of  said  contract 
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wero  truly  stated  by  said  witness  Moseley ;  and  if,  afterwards, 
said  defendant  hired  said  Adeline  to  said  Haghes,  before  tbe 
expiration  of  the  term  of  hiring,  and  she  was  worked  in  the 
field,  and  died ;  and  if  plaintiff,  afterwards,  and  before  this  suit 
was  commenced,  with  fall  knowledge  of  all  the  facts  and  circnm- 
stances  concerning  her  hiring  to  Hughes,  her  sickness,  treat- 
ment and  death,  disposed  of  said  notes  given  for  the  hire,  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  without  any  deduction  theiefrom ;  and 
if  defendant,  afterwards,  and  before  this  suit  was  commenced, 
paid  off  said  notes  to  Noble,  without  any  deduction  therefrom, 
then  plaintiff  cannot  recover  under  the  third  count  in  his  decla- 
ration ;  to  which  charge  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

N.  Haebis  and  John  A .  Elmoek,  for  appellant : 
!•  The  action  being  case,  and  the  contract  being  induoemeot 
merely,  a  variance  in  the  allegation  and  proof,  as  to  the  time 
when  the  term  of  hiring  terminated,  was  immaterial.  The  gra- 
vamen of  the  action  was,  the  defendant's  neglect  of  duty  in  not 
providing  proper  medical  attendance  for  the  girl  during  the 
term.— 1  Chitty's  Pleadings  290,  marg.  note  291. 

2.  The  plaintiff  was  entitled  not  only  to  the  hire  during  the 
term,  but  also  to  a  return  of  the  negro  at  its  expiration.  If  he 
was  entitled  to  both,  the  fact  that  he  received  the  hire  for  the 
entire  term  cannot  deprive  him  of  the  right  to  recover  for  the 
conversion  during  the  term,  any  more  than  it  would  deprive  him 
of  the  right  to  a  return  of  the  slave. — Perry  v.  Hewlett,  5  Port. 
819 ;  Ricks  v.  Dillahunty,  8  ib.  158. 

S.  F.  Rice,  T.  Williams  and  Thos.  H.  Watts,  contra  : 
1.  Although  driving  a  hired  horse  a  greater  distance  than  is 
agreed,  or  in  a  different  direction,  is  a  conversion,  yet  receivmg 
payment  for  the  whole  distance  or  route  actually  travelled,  with 
a  full  knowledge  of  the  facte,  will  bar  an  action  of  trover  for 
this  cause.— Rotch  v.  Hawes,  12  Pick.  R.  186.  And  a  ratifi- 
cation of  a  tortious  taking,  will  defeat  an  action  of  trover.— 
Hewes  v.  Parkman,  20  Pick.  R.  90. 

.  2.  It  is  a  rule,  that  if  a  necessary  inducement  of  the  plain- 
tiff's  right,  &c.,  even  in  actions  for  torts,  relate  to,  and  describe, 
and  be  founded  on  a  matter  of  contract,  it  is  necessary  to  be 
striotly  correct  in  stating  such  contract,  it  being  matter  of 
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description ;  and  a  variance  is  as  fatal,  as  if  the  action  had 
been  brought  on  tho  contract. — Williamson  v.  Allison,  2  East 
462 ;  I  Chitty's  PI.  885 ;  Myers  v.  Gilbert,  18  Ala.  467 ; 
Felix  ▼.  The  State,  ib.  720  ;  1  Oreen.  Ey.  §  66  ;  1  Stark.  Et. 
374  ;  1  Chicty's  Pleadings,  228,  229,  and  notes.  The  variances 
are  numerous  and  fatal :  I.  In  the  first  and  second  counts, 
the  allegation  is  that  the  contract  of  hiring  was  made  on  1st 
February,  1844,  and  that  the  term  of  hiring  was  from  that  day 
until  the  first  January,  1845.  The  evidence  of  Moseley  is,  that 
the  contract  was  made  in  January,  1845,  and  the  term  of  hiring 
until  Christmas  of  1845.  II.  The  allegation  is,  that  the  con- 
tract was  *^  for  a  certain  reasonable  reward,"  not  fixing  any 
sum.  The  evidence  is,  that  one  of  the  negroes  was  hired  for 
$50,  and  the  other  for  $90,  and  notes  given  accordingly  for  such 
hire.  III.  The  allegation  in  second  count  is,  that  by  the  terms  of 
the  contract,  Adeline  was  to  be  used  by  defendant  in  the  city 
of  Montgomery,  the  said  Adeline  to  be  used  by  him  as  a  cook. 
The  evidence  of  Moseley  shows  that  such  were  not  the  terms  of 
the  contract.  These  and  other  variances  between  the  contract 
of  hiring  as  alleged  and  described  in  the  first  and  second  counts, 
and  the  terms  of  the  contract  as  proved  by  the  witness,  author- 
ized the  first  charge,  which  relates  only  to  those  two  counts. 

8.  The  contract,  by  its  terms,  does  not  deprive  Wilkinson  of 
the  right  to  re-hire  the  slave  to  another.  There  is  no  term  in 
the  contract,  either  as  alleged  or  proved,  that  he  should  not 
re-hire  the  slave.  And  the  whole  argument  of  plaintifi'in  error 
assumes  erroneously  that  there  is  such  a  term  in  the  contract. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— One  of  the  distinctions  between 
citse  and  assumpsit  is,  that  if  the  former  action  be  brought  on  a 
breach  or  omission  of  duty  growing  out  of  a  contract,  the  con- 
tract itself  need  not  bo  formally  stated  in  the  declaration  (1  Ch. 
PI.  124,  335),  unless  it  constitutes  a  material  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff's case. — ^Bevan  v.  Jones,  6  D.  &  B.  488.  Here  tho  cause 
of  action,  as  stated  in  the  first  count,  is  not  on  the  contract  of 
hiring,  but  for  an  omission  of  duty,  in  not  treating  the  slave 
with  proper  care  while  she  was  hired.  The  terms  of  the  con- 
tract were  entirely  unnecessary ;  and  whether  the  slave  was 
hired  until  Christmas,  or  until  the  first  of  January,  could  not 
affect  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover,  if,  during  the  time  she  WM 
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hired,  the  defendant  let  her  die  for  want  of  attentioD.*-Stod- 
dart  V.  Palmer,  8  B«  &  C.  2.  The  same  rule  holds  as  to  the 
statement  of  the  consideration  of  the  contract.  It  matters  not, 
in  this  case,  what  was  the  consideration.  The  right  to  reeov^ 
does  not  depend  npon  it,  and  whether  it  was  an  amount  certdn, 
or  as  much  as  the  hire  was  reasonably  worth,  is  altogether 
immaterial.  The  recovery  on  this  count  depends  apon  the 
omission  of  duty,  and  not  upon  the  amount  of  hire  to  be  paid. 

So,  if  the  slave  was  hired  to  work  as  a  cook,  and  was 
employed  to  work  in  the  field,  and  died  because  she  was  thus 
employed,  it  is  not  necessary,  in  framing  the  declaration  in  case, 
as  we  have  seen,  to  state  the  consideration  formally*  The  gist 
of  the  action  is  the  breach  of  the  duty,  and  no  more  need  be 
stated  than  is  necessary  to  show  the  duty  and  the  breach. 

Upon  the  first  count,  therefore,  if  the  evidence  proved  that 
the  slave  was  hired  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and  while 
thus  hired  she  died  from  the  want  of  proper  care,  or  from 
improper  treatment,  on  the  part  of  the  latter,  the  plaintiff  would 
be  entitled  to  recover,  without  reference  to  the  term  of  hire  as 
stated  in  the  declaration,  or  the  allegation  as  to  the  amount  to 
be  paid ;  and  upon  the  second  count,  if  the  duty  and  the  breadi 
were  shown,  it  is  enough. 

As  to  the  charge  of  the  court  in  relation  to  a  recovery  on 
the  count  in  trover :  If  a  slave  is  hired  for  a  particular  service^ 
and  is  employed  in  one  different  from  that  contemplated  by  the 
contract,  this  is  a  conversion,  and  the  owner  may  rescind  the 
contract,  or  treat  it  as  never  existing,  and  bring  trover  (Hooka 
V.  Smith,  18  Ala.  888) ;  and  in  that  action,  he  may  recover  the 
value  of  the  slave,  with  interest  from  the  time  of  the  conversion. 
But,  if  he  elects  to  pursue  that  course,  he  would  not  be  entitled 
to  hire,  as  such,  after  the  date  of  the  conversi<Mi.  We 
have  no  decision  gomg  to  that  length ;  and  as  we  have  held, 
that  the  property  may  be  changed  by  a  recovery  in  trover,  to 
give  the  party  who  has  recovered  in  trover  the  hire  accming 
after  the  conversion,  would  be  the  same  as  to  give  him  hire 
which  accrued  after  he  had  sold  the  property  to  the  defendant. 
The  same  rule  must  hold  as  to  the  converse  of  the  proposition. 
The  owner  is  not  entitled  to  the  hire  for  the  full  term,  and  dam- 
ages  which  cover  a  portion  of  the  same  term  ;  he  cannot  treat 
the  contract  as  a  sale  and  a  bailment  both  i  and  if,  with  a  fall 
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kuowledge  of  the  conyersioa  before  the  time  of  hire  has  termi-* 
nated,  he  receives  p»y  for  the  entire  tens,  he,  by  this  Ml, 
asBerta  his  right  to  the  hire  which  accrued  after  the  conyertioii, 
and  is  estopped  from  maintaining  any  action  which,  fr<An  the 
rules  which  govern  it,  is  inconsistent  with  the  right  thus  asserted. 

As  to  his  right  to  recover  in  case  for  breach  of  duty,  in  which 
it  might  be  competent  for  the  jury,  in  ascertaining  the  iiynry, 
to  look  to  the  fact  that  he  had  received  the  hire  for  the  entire 
term  in  mitigation  of  damages,  as  we  do  not  consider  the  ques- 
tion presented  upon  the  present  record,  we  express  no  opinion. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded. 


HENRY  vs.  BLACK'S  ADM'RS. 

1.  An  endorser  who  pays  a  note  may  present  his  claim,  at  any  time  within  six 
months  after  the  payment,  against  the  estate  of  a  prior  endorser,  which  was 
declared  insolTent  more  than  six  months  previoosly,  although  the  holder 
faOed  to  present  the  note  as  a  claim  against  the  estate. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Probate  of  Marshall. 

Brickell  &  Cabaniss,  for  the  appellant. 
Louis  Wyeth,  contra. 

PHBL  AN,  J. — Henry  was  the  fourth  and  last  endorser  on 
a  note  for  $300,  made  by  one  Wheeler,  and  endorsed  by  T. 
B.  Bector,  F.  L.  Rector,  William  Black,  and  plaintiff  in 
error,  in  the  order  in  which  their  names  are  stated.  Said 
note  was  dated  2d  September,  1844,  payable  at  six  months, 
and  was  held  by  the  Branch  Bank  at  Huntsrille. 

Black's*e8tate  was  duly  declared  insolvent,  14th  of  August, 
1848.  On  the  13th  of  April,  1849,  more  than  six  months 
after,  Henry  paid  the  balance  due  on  said  note  to  the  Bank, 
and  on  the  17th  of  April  filed  his  claim  on  account  of  the 
payment  of  said  balance  ($161  17),  as  a  claim  against  the 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


418  ALABAMA. 

Oilbreath,  Judge  &o.,  v.  Hauntng  at  al. 

estate  of  Black,  in  the  clerk's  office.  Upon  the  settlement 
it  was  objected  to  this  claim,  that  it  had  not  been  filed  with- 
in six  months  after  the  estate  had  been  declared  insolvent : 
and  the  court  rejected  the  claim  on  that  ground. 

Until  the  payment  of  the  balance  due  on  the  note,  Henry 
had  no  claim  against  the  estate  of  Black.  His  claim  or 
demand  then  first  accrued  ;  and  we  haye  held,  in  the  case  of 
Powe  &  Smith  v-  Tyson's  Bx'rs,  15  Ala.  221,  that  the  pre- 
sentation or  filing  of  a  claim,  within  six  months  after  it 
accrues,  is  sufficient  under  the  equity  of  the  statute  (Clay's 
Dig.  191  §  10) ;  and  that  the  neglect  of  the  holder  of  the  note  to 
file  or  present  it  within  the  six  months,  will  not  afiect  a 
surety  who  pays  it  after  that  time. 

There  is  no  just  distinction  to  be  taken,  as  we  conceive, 
between  the  case  of  a  surety  on  the  face  of  a  note,  and  an  . 
endorser,  as  respects  the  right  to  present  the  claim  withm 
six  months  after  he  has  paid  it,  against  the  estate  of  the 
maker  or  any  prior  endorser,  which  may  have  been  declared 
insolvent  more  than  six  months  before  such  payment. 

The  claim  was  filed  in  due  time,  and  should  not  have  been 
rejected  on  that  ground. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded. 


GILBREATH,  Judge  &c.,  w.  MANNING  et  al. 

1.  In  debt  on  an  administration  bond,  to  charge  the  sureties  with  the  amoaat 
of  a  decree  of  the  Orphans'  Court,  the  declaration  alleged  that  a  final  set- 
tlement was  had  by  the  administrator  with  the  Orphans*  Court,  "and  on  iiaid 
final  settlement  the  sum  of  $259  waa,  by  the  decree  and  judgment  of  »>aid 
eourty  etsiested  and  decreed  a$  the  distributive  ahare*^  of  the  person  for 
whose  use  the  suit  was  brought,  who  was  one  of  the  distributees  of  the  estate: 
Heldf  that  the  declaration  was  defective  on  demurrer,  because  it  showed  no 
judgment  in  favor  of  any  one  for  the  amount,  and  no  order  on  the  adminiH* 
trator  to  pay  the  money  to  any  one. 

Erbor  to  the  Oircuit  Court  of  Marfiball. 
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Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  E.  Moobe. 

AcTiOH  OF  DEBT  OH  an  administration  bond,  in  the  name 
of  the  Judge  of  the  County  Court  of  Marshall,  for  the  use  of 
ZaccheusO.  Einnamer,  administrator  of  Julia  Law,  deceased, 
against  the  defendants  in  error,  who  were  the  sureties  of 
William  Black  on  his  bond  as  administrator  of  Wyatt  Law, 
deceased.  The  declaration  was  twice  amended,  by  leave  of 
the  court  below,  and  twice  demurred  to  ;  and  each  time  the 
demurrer  was  sustained.  On  the  last  trial,  a  demurrer  was 
again  sustained  to  the  declaration,  and  from  this  decision 
this  writ  of  error  is  prosecuted. 

The  declaration,  as  last  amended,  sets  out  the  bond  on 
which  said  sureties  became  liable,  alleges  that  said  Julia 
Law  was  one  of  the  distributees  of  the  estate  of  Wyatt  Law, 
deceased,  and  then  proceeds  as  follows:  "And  the  said  plain- 
tiff further  avers,  that  said  William  Black,  as  administrator 
of  said  Wyatt  Law,  deceased,  and  while  said  bond,  or  wri- 
ting obligatory,  executed  by  said  defendants  and  said  Wil- 
liam Black,  as  aforesaid,  was  in  full  force,  and  while  said 
William  Black  was  administrator  as  aforesaid,  at  to- wit:  the 
court  house  of  said  County  of  Marshall,  and  in  said  county, 
to-wit :  on  the  20th  day  of  January,  A.  D.  1845,  at  the 
instance  of  said  William  Black,  administrator  as  aforesaid, 
did  make,  with  the  Orphans'  Court  of  said  county,  which 
then  and  there  had  jurisdiction  thereof,  a  final  settlement  of 
said  estate  of  said  Wyatt  Law,  so  administered  by  said  Wil- 
liam Black  as  aforesaid ;  and  on  said  final  settlement  in  said 
Orphans'  Court,  at  the  instance  of  said  William  Black,  as 
administrator  as  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  two  hundred  and  fifty- 
nine  dollars  and  ninety-six  and  one  half  cents  was,  by  the 
decree  and  judgment  of  said  Orphans'  Court,  assessed  and 
decreed  as  the  distributive  share  of  said  Julia  Law,  a 
daughter  and  heir  at  law  of  said  Wyatt  Law,  deceased;  and 
said  plaintiff  avers,  that  said  William  Black,  then  and  there, 
had  in  his  hands,  as  administrator  as  aforesaid,  the  said  sum 
of  two  hundred  and  fifty-nine  dollars  and  ninety-six  and  one 
half  cents,  and  that  he  afterwards,"  <&c.,  ^'wasted  the  same." 
The  declaration  contains  no  other  allegation,  relative  to  said 
final  settlement,  and  the  decree  then  rendered. 
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The  only  error  assigned  is,  the  sustainiag  of  the  demurrer 
to  the  declaration. 

B.  T.  Pope  and  S.  P.  Rice,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
BsiCKSLL  &  Cabakiss,  and  J.  W.  Shepherd,  cmtra. 

GIBBONS,  J. — We  concur  in  the  opinion  of  the  conrt 
below,  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the  plaintiff's  declara- 
tion. It  was  defective,  in  not  stating  that  a  judgment  was 
rendered,  by  the  Orphans'  Court  of  Marshall,  in  favor  of  the 
said  Julia  Law  or  her  representative,  for  her  distributive  share 
of  the  estate  of  her  father,  or  an  order  for  the  payment  of 
the  said  distributive  share,  to  her,  or  her  legal  reprepresen- 
tative,  by  the  said  administrator  William  Black.  The  dec- 
laration simply  states,  that  a  final  settlement  was  had,  and 
the  distributive  share  of  the  said  Julia  ascertained ;  but  it 
states  no  judgment  in  her  favor,  nor  in  favor  of  any  one,  for 
the  amount,  and  no  order  on  the  administrator  to*  pay  the 
money  to  any  one.  The  declaration,  stopping  where  it  does, 
falls  within  the  principle  decided  in  the  case  of  The  Judge 
of  the  County  Court  of  Limestone  v.  French,  3  Stew.  4  P. 
263  ;  and  on  the  authority  of  that  case,  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  is  affirmed. 
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WEAVER  vs.  JONES. 

1.  Anrnnpnt  for  use  and  occnpfttion  docs  not  He  against  a  mere  naked 
tfeflfMiflBer. 

2.  A  bond  for  title,  given  by  an  infant,  is  not  abeolntely  void,  but  voidable 
only. 

3.  If  an  infant  diaafflrra  his  contract  of  sale  on  aiTiving  at  full  age,  and  sue 
his  vendee  for  use  and  occupation*  the  latter  may  recoup  for  valuable  Im- 
provements eroctcd  on  the  land. 

Ee&or  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Dallas. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Exekicl  Pickens. 
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Assumpsit  by  Emmett  Jones  agaiMt  Philip  J.  Weaver,  for 
tbe  use  and  occupation  of  land.  The  facta  sufficienily  appear 
in  the  opinion. 

Lapbley  &  HuNTEJL,  for  plaintiff  in  error : 

The  charge  of  the  court  is  clearly  erroneous.  It  aesumec,  as 
a  principle  of  law,  that  all  eontracts  made  with  minors,  not  ad- 
vantageous to  them,  are  absolutely  void ;  whereas  they  are  only 
voidable.— Oliver  v.  Handlet,  18  Mass.  R.  237 ;  Whitaey  v. 
Dutch,  14  ib.  461;  Story  on  Contracts,  p.  47  §  68;  2  Kent's 
C«m.  285.  The  charge  threw  the  burthen  of  proof  on  the  de« 
fendant  below,  to  show  that  the  contract  was  advantageous  to 
the  minor,  while  the  authorities  require,  that  the  ocmtract  must 
be  prejudicial  to  the  minor,  before  the  court  can  declare  it  void; 
if  it  is  doubtful  or  indifferent,  the  contract  is  only  voidable. — 
Zouch  V.  Parsons,  8  Burr.  1765;  Keane  v.  Boycott,  2  H. 
Black.  5U.  In  the  case  of  West  v.  Penny,  16  Ala.  186,  this 
court  held  the  contract  voidable  only,  and  yet  no  advantage  to  the 
minor  was  shown ;  indeed,  in  that  case,  the  contract  could  not, 
in  any  event,  have  been  advantageous  to  him.  It  is  laid  down 
as  a  general  rule,  in  that  case,  that  the  courts  lean  to  oonstru* 
ing  the  contracts  of  infants  to  be  voidable  only.  The  contract 
must  appear,  upon  its  face,  to  be  prejudicial  to  the  infant,  be- 
fore a  court  will  declare  it  void. — Bingham  on  Infancy ;  Fant 
V.  Catchcart,  8  Ala.  726 ;  Tucker  v.  Moreland,  10  Peters  58. 

The  ciefendant  below  was  entitled  to  recoup  for  the  valuable 
improvements  which  he  had  put  upon  the  land  in  good  faith,  be* 
fore  the  disaffirmance  of  the  contract.  The  privily  of  infancy 
is  to  be  used  as  a  shield,  and  not  as  a  sword.  Where  a  party 
rescinds  a  contract,  he  must  put  the  other  purty  in  sMu  quo ; 
diat  is,  in  the  same  condition  as  if  the  contract  had  never  been 
made ;  he  must  account  for  improvements  made  bona  ^fide. — 
Pbarr  v.  Bachelor,  3  Ala.  287 ;  Gillespie  v.  Battle,  15  ib.  276; 
2  Kent's  Com.  240;  Hohues  v.  Blogg,  8  Taunt.  580;  McCoy 
V.  Huffinan,  8  Cowen  84;  Badger  v.  Phinney,  16  Mass.  869; 
Roberts  v.  Wiggins,  1  N.  H.  78 ;  Roof  v.  Stafford,  7  Cowen 
179  ;  2  Eden's  R.  72 ;  6  N.  H.  889  ;  Oullum  v.  Branch  Bank 
at  Mobile,  4  Ala.  21;  7  Ala.  742;  2  Bibb  46;  8  A.  K.  Marsh. 
208;  SBibb  81;  8Litt.  891;  4i6.871;  6  t6.77;  1  J.  J. 
Mmb.  404. 
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Wm.  M.  Mubpht,  contra  : 

1;  This  wa8  a  bond  with  a  penalty,  made  by  an  infant,  and 
therefore  not  voidable  merely,  but  absolutely  void.  An  infant 
cannot  bind  himself  with  a  penal  bond,  even  for  necessaries.— 
McPherson  on  Infants,  p.  498,  cited  with  approbation  in  Fant 
V.  Oathcart,  8  Ala*  780. 

2.  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the  bond  was  void  or 
voidable ;  ^^  if  it  was  voidable  only,  and  has  been  avoided,  the 
same  rusult  will  follow." — Tucker  v.  Moreland,  10  Peters  71, 
per  Judge  Story.  Here,  the  contract  was,  in  fact,  rescinded, 
the  purchase  money  refunded,  and  the  bond  cancelled.  * 

8.  In  cas  of  a  lease  by  an  infant,  he  can  disaffirm  the  con- 
tract and  treat  the  lessee  as  a  trespasser. — Story  on  Contracts, 
p.  26 ;  Blunden  v.  Baugh,  Cro.  Car.  808,  806. 

4.  The  recoupment  of  damages  for  valuable  improvements,  is 
only  applicable  in  suits  brought  to  recover  the  possession  of 
lands. — Clay's  Digest  820  §  47.  This  is  an  action  for  use  and 
occupation,  commenced  while  plaintiff  was  in  possession.  There 
can  be  no  recoupment,  where  there  is  no  cause  of  action  ;  re- 
coupment is  in  the  nature  of  an  unliquidated  set-off,  and  must 
arise  out  of  the  contract  sued  on. — Hatohett  v.  Gibson  &  Bro., 
18  Ala.  587. 

CHILTON,  C.  J. — ^Jones  sued  Weaver  in  assumpsit^  for  the 
use  and  occupation  of  a  lot  in  Selma.  It  appears  from  a  bill  of 
exceptions,  which  was  sealed  upon  the  trial,  that  the  plaintiff, 
Jones,  while  an  infant,  had  sold  the  lot,  and  executed  his  bond  for 
title  in  the  usual  form ;  after  he  arrived  at  age,  he  disaffirmed 
the  contract,  paid  Weaver  back  the  purchase  money,  with  the 
interest,  and  received  back  his  bond.  Weaver,  in  the  mean 
time,  had  made  valuable  and  permanent  improvements  on  the 
lot,  in  the  erection  of  a  livery  stable.  This  suit  is  brought  by 
Jones,  to  recover  rent  for  the  time  Weaver  occupied  the  lot ; 
and  Weaver  insists,  that  he  should  be  allowed  to  recoup  the 
value  of  his  improvements,  which  gave  to  the  lot  its  principal 
yearly  value  ;  the  rent,  aside  from  such  improvements,  being 
quite  inconsiderable. 

The  court,  among  other  things,  charged  the  jury,  that,  if  the 
plaintiff  (Jones)  was  a  minor  at  the  time  of  selling  the  lot,  and 
they  should  find  that  such  sale  was  not  an  advantageous  one  to 
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the  plaintiff,  then  the  contract  would  be  Toid,  and  the  damages 
eonld  not  be  recouped. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error  endeavors  to  maintain 
the  correctness  of  this  charge,  upon  the  alleged  ground,  that  a 
bond  with  a  penalty,  given  by  an  infant,  is  absolutely  void,  and 
that  being  void,  the  defendant  below  must  be  regarded  in  the 
light  of  a  mere  trespasser,  and  as  such  not  entitled  to  recoup 
for  improvements. 

If  this  position  be  correct,  we  think  it  is  very  dear,  the 
plaintiff,  Jones,  has  no  standing  in  court ;  for  the  action  of 
auumpsit  will  not  lie,  in  the  absence  of  a  contract  either  expressed 
or  implied ;  and  no  contract  for  the  payment  of  rent  is  implied, 
by  law,  as  against  a  mere  naked  trespasser.  The  owner,  in 
such  case,  must  resort  to  his  action  of  trespass,  to  recover 
damages  for  the  tortious  entry  and  holding  of  the  premises. 
True,  there  are  cases,  where  the  owner  of  a  term  may  elect  to 
treat  one  who  trespasses  on  him  as  his  tenant,  after  the  term 
expires  ;  for,  otherwise,  he  would  be  remediless.  Such  was  the 
ease  of  Catterlin  v.  Spinks,  in  16  Ala.  467.  So,  also,  in  cases 
of  permissive  holding,  as  where  the  party  in  possession  holds 
under  a  verbal  contract  of  purchase,  which  he  repudiates.  The 
case  of  Davidson  v.  Earnest,  in  7  Ala.  817,  furnishes  an  illus* 
tration  of  this  latter  class.  See  also  Rochester  v.  Pierce,  1 
C^p.  466,  and  Hull  v.  Vaughn,  6  Price  Exchq.  Rep.  167. 
If,  however,  the  bond  in  this  case  be  absolutely  void<— a  mere 
nullity — and  the  party  a  mere  trespasser,  the  case  falls  under 
neither  of  the  qualifications  above  stated.  There  would  be  no 
demise,  «rpress  or  implied,  and  no  permissive  holding.  To 
entitle  the  plaintiff  below  to  a  recovery,  it  is,  therefore,  necee- 
sary  to  affirm  the  validity  of  the  bond  for  some  purpose,  as 
amounting  at  least  to  a  permission  to  the  plaintiff  in  error  to 
oceupy. 

But  is  a  bond  for  title,  given  by  an  infant,  an  absolute  nul- 
lity ?  The  old  cases,  and  several  elementary  writers  who  follow 
them,  maintMU  the  affirmative  of  the  proposition ;  but  we  think 
it  dear,  both  upon  principle  and  the  current  of  modem  cases, 
that  it  is  not. 

The  object  of  the  rule  which  enables  an  infant  to  repudiate 
his  contracts,  when  he  arrives  at  full  age,  is  to  furnish  him  a 
sUeU  or  protection  against  the  improvident  bargains  he  may 
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enter  into,  reBultiag  from  presumed  incapacity,  by  xeaaon  of 
bis  youth,  to  contract.  It  may  often  happen,  that  bis  contract 
may  prove  a  very  beneficial  one  to  him,  and  be  may  desire,  when 
of  age,  to  affirm  it,  which  he  could  not  do,  if  it  were  void. 

The  better  opinion,  as  maintained  by  the  modern  decisions, 
is,  that  an  infant's  contracts  are  none  of  them  (with  perhaps 
(me  exception)  absolutely  void  by  reason  of  non-age ;  that  is  to 
say,  the  infant  may  ratify  them,  after  he  arrives  at  the  age  of 
legal  majority. — Parsons  on  Contracts,  224  and  notes;  1  Amer. 
]L«eading  Cases  103,  104.  The  rule,  as  recognized  by  the 
charge,  that  the  court,  or  (as  in  this  case)  the  jury,  must  deter- 
mine whother  the  contract  was  beneficial  or  prejudicial  to  the 
infant,  and  hold  the  contract  voidable  or  void  according  to  the 
result  of  such  finding,  has  been  rejected  by  many  of  the  courts 
in  modern  times,  as  unsatisfactory  and  unsafe  in  its  application, 
and  as  often  contravening  the  principle  upon  which  it  wa0 
founded,  namely,  the  benefit  of  the  infant.  It  is  certainly  more 
conducive  to  his  benefit,  to  afford  him  the  opportunity  of  affirm* 
ing,  when  of  age,  a  contract  which  he  may  determine  to  be  ben- 
eficial, than  for  the  court  or  jury  to  determine  this  questicm 
for  him.— 15  Wend.  Rep.  631 ;  1  J.  J.  Mar.  Rq).  236  ; 
Parsons  on  Con.,  note  e  to  page  244. 

We  must  consider  Weaver  as  holding  possession  of  the  lot 
under  a  contract  for  its  purchase,  which  was  voidable,  and  as 
holding  by  permission  of  Jones,  the  pLiintiff,  who  may,  there- 
fore, treat  him  as  his  tenant,  and  maintain  this  action  of  tndefr* 
itatuf  assumpsU  for  use  and  occupation. 

The  question  then  arises,  What  damage  has  Jones  snstuned, 
by  the  failure  of  Weaver  to  comply  with  the  implied  assumpsit 
to  pay  reasonable  compensation  for  the  use  of  the  premises  ? 

In  (his  equitable  action  of  mdebUatus  assumpiUj  can  the 
plaintiff  recover  for  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  permanent  iwri 
valuable  improvements,  which  the  defendant  himself  has  ereeted, 
without  allowbg  a  discount  or  abatement  of  his  recovery  by 
way  of  compensation  for  such  improvements  1  If  they  wero 
erected  in  good  faith,  under  a  contract  of  purchase,  which, 
though  voidable,  was  not  void,  we  foel  satisfied  that,  when  the 
infant  disaffirms  the  contract,  the  law  will  not  rwe  in  his  favor 
an  assumpsit  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  pay  for  the  lue  «f 
the  permanent  improvemento  madp  upon  the  &ith  of  the  ooo^ 
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traol,  irithont  eoDudering  the  improyemoits,  and  abating  the 
raoovery  to  the  ezt^t  of  tiieir  penoanent  indae.  It  is  tiras 
diat  the  oovrts  give  eflSact  to  the  general  rule,  that  in  aetionft 
arising  npon  contraots,  the  plaintiff  reecrers  the  actual  damage 
8iiBtained.--Sedgwick  on  Damages,  pp.  480  to  446 ;  2  Oreenl. 
Et«  208.  And  if  snch  be  the  rale  in  r^ard  to  express  con- 
traots,  mnoh  more  would  the  ooort  look  to  circomstanocs  grow- 
ing out  of,  and  connected  with  an  implied  andertaking.-*-See 
npon  reooapment,  18  Ala.  694  ;  2  Denio  616. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  conrt  erred  in  respect  of  the 
claim  for  improyements  by  way  of  recoupment. 

We  deem  it  unnecessary  to  examine  the  other  questions  raised 
upon  the  admission  of  eyidence,  since  it  is  probable  that  they 
may  not  arise  upon  a  subsequent  trial. 

Let  the  judgment  be  reyersed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


STEVENSON  vs.  REAVES. 

1.  Iq  assumpsit  for  a  bi*each  of  warranty  of  the  soundness  of  a  slave,  the 
court  charged  the  jury,  "  that,  if  defendant  made  any  fifthse  and  frandolent 
representattons  to  plaintiff,  they  would  be  considered  by  fte  jury,  with  ibe 
other  evidence  in  the  cause,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  there 
was  a  warranty,  a  breach  of  the  warranty,  and  the  aimmnt  of  plaintiff's 
damages  for  breach  of  the  warranty  ;  but  for  that  purpose  only,  and  not  as 
a  ground  of  reeotfery-^ :  Held,  that  the  charge  was  erroneous,  as  it  asserted 
the  proposition,  that  such  deciarationR,  altiiough  they  might  have  amounted 
to  a  warranty,  would  not  constitute  a  ground  of  reeovery  in  this  action. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Barbour. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  Oill  Shortul. 

Assumpsit  by  Hardy  Stevenson  against  Asher  Reayes,  for 
a  breach  of  warranty  of  the  soundness  of  a  slaye.  On  the  trial, 
the  plaintiff  proved,  that  be  had  pnrohased  the  slaye  from  the 
defendant^  at  the  price  of  $540,  as  sound  property,  and  that 
she  was  not  soaad  at  the  time  of  sale ;  that  she  wodd  hfayebean 
28 
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worth)  if  sonni^at  the  time  of  sale,  between  $500  and  $600^ 
but,  in  her  real  oonditioa  at  that  time,  she  was  n6t  worth  $50. 
*^  He  also  introduced  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  the  defend- 
ant, at  the  time  of  the  sale,  represented  said  slave  to  be  sound, 
and  to  be  deceitful  in  pretending  to  be  sick  frequently  ;  and 
that  defendant  said,  all  she  wanted  was  a  master  to  drive  her, 
and  represented  her  to  be  a  breeding  woman,  and  as  a  slave  of 
good  qualities  and  capacity  for  household  and  field  work"  ;  that 
said  slave  was,  at  the  time  of  said  sale,  incapable  of  conception 
or  bearing  children,  and  that  defendant  had  owned  her  some  six 
years  ;  that,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  he  had  been  deceived  by 
the  false  and  fraudulent  representations  of  the  defendant,  as  to 
the  qualities,  condition,  and  soundness  of  said  slave ;  but  on  all 
these  matters,  which  plaintiff's  evidence  tended  to  prove,  there 
was  a  conflict  in  the  evidence. 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  ^'  that.plaintiff 's  declaration  in 
this  case  was  in  assumpsit^  and  that,  to  entitle  him  to  recover, 
he  must  prove  that  there  was  a  warranty  of  soundness  of  said 
slave,  and  a  breach  of  said  warranty ;  that,  if  defendant  made 
any  false  and  fraudulent  representations  to  plaintiff,  they  would 
be  considered  by  the  jury,  with  the  other  evidence  in  the  cause, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  there  was  a  warranty,  a 
breach  of  warranty,  and  the  amount  of  plaintiff's  damages  for 
breach  of  warranty ;  but  for  that  purpose  only,  and  not  as  a 
ground  of  recovery."  To  this  charge  the  plaintiff  excepted, 
and  he  now  asaigus  it  for  error. 

Belseu  &  Rice,  for  appellant : 

A  representation  to  the  vendee  that  a  slave  is  sound,  made 
by  a  vendor  who  knows  it  to  be  false,  is,  in  law,  a  warranty. 
— Lobdell  V.  Baker,  1  Metcalf  201 ;  Cook  v.  Moseley,  3 
Wendell  277  ;  Wood  v.  Smith,  4  Carr.  &  P.  46,  or  19  E.  C. 
L.  R.  267.  The  charge  of  the  court  asserted,  in  effect,  that 
false  and  fraudulent  representations,  alone,  could  not  authorise 
a  recovery ;  whereas  the  law  is,  that  the  jury  might,  from  such 
representations  alone,  if  there  was  no  other  ctvidence  of  a  war- 
ranty, find  for  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  of  assumpsit. — Wood 
V.  Smith,  mpra ;  Hillman  v.  Wilcox,  SO  Maine  170 ;  Wood 
V,  Ashe,  8  Strob.  Law  R.  64 ;  Cook  v.  Moseley,  supra ;  Rob- 
erto V.  Morgao,  2  Cowen  4S8,    If  the  vendor's  false  and  frao4- 
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oleDt  representatioDB,  in  this  oase,  did  not,  bymere  judgmont  of 
law,  amount  to  a  warranty,  the  question  whether  they  amounted 
to  a  warranty,  was  a  question  of  fact,  and  should  hare  been  left 
to  the  jury,  but  was,  in  effect,  taken  away  from  them  by  the 
eharge.  Representations  may  amount  to  a  warranty,  alUiough 
not  false  and  fraudulent.~Coolidge  y.  Bingham,  1  Metcalf 
262,  and  cases  cited  supra. 

J.  BuFORD,  coniruy  conteuded,  that  the  charge,  properly 
construed,  amounted  to  this  :  that  breach  of  warranty,  and  not 
firaud^  was  the  gist  of  the  action  in  this  case,  which  was  osjump* 
gii ;  that  the  charge,  thus  construed,  was  correct ;  and  that 
contemporaneous  representations  are  not,  per  se,  a  warranty. 
He  cited  Bradford  v.  Bush,  10  Ala.  386 ;  Williams  v.  Cannon, 
9  t&.  848 ;  4  tfr.  700 ;  Sedgwick  on  Damages,  pp.  86  to  48 ; 
Hilbnan  v.  Wilcox,  30  Maine  171. 

QOLDTHWAITE,  J.— We  think  it  probable,  that  the 
court  below  intended  nothing  more,  than  to  convey  to  the  jury 
this  idea ;  that,  in  the  case  before  them,  the  right  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  recover  must  depend  upon  the  warranty  and  its  breach, 
and  not  on  any  deceit  which  may  have  been  practiced  by  the 
defendant  in  the  sale  of  the  slave  ;  but  the  language  of  the 
charge  will  not  bear  this  construction.  The  jury  are  told,  that, 
although  they  may  look  to  the  false  representations,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  evidence,  to  ascertain  the  warranty,  its  breach  and 
the  damages,  they  can  be  used  for  these  purposes  only,  and 
cannot  be  looked  to  ^^  as  a  ground  of  recovery."  The  last  por- 
tion of  the  charge  contradicts  the  first,  and  asserts  tho  prop- 
osition, that  these  declarations,  although  they  may  have 
amounted  to  a  warranty,  would  not  constitute,  in  the  present 
action,  one  of  the  grounds  to  rest  a  recovery  upon.  The  auihor- 
ities  dted  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant,  clearly  show  that 
this  was  erroneous* 

Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded. 
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SUMMERLIN  vs.  DOWDLE, 

1.  When  the  defendant's  attorney  witlidrawB  his  appearance  at  the  jadgment 
term,  <^  and  defendant  makeB  no  farther  defence ;"  nil  dieit  ia  the  proper 
jadgment 

2.  After  jadgment  by  nil  dieitf  the  defendant  cannot  take  advantage  on  error 
of  A  variance  between  the  tnit  and  declaration. 

£rbo&  to  Aft  Ciroait  Court  of  Tallapoosa. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Ezekiel  Pickeni. 

James  Dowdle,  for  the  nse  of  Alexander  McDade,  brought 
an  aetion  of  debt  against  Michael  J.  Snmmerlin,  and,  after 
service  of  the  capiasy  declared  against  him  in  his  o^n  name  and 
right ;  and  after  one  continuance  by  the  plaintiff,  judgment  by 
nil  dicU  was  rendered  against  the  defendant.  It  is  now  assigned 
for  error,  first,  that  there  is  a  fatal  rariance  between  the  writ, 
declaration  and  judgment ;  second,  that  there  is  no  declaration  ; 
third,  that  the  court  erred  in  the  judgment  rendered. 

RiCHAKDS  &  Falkker,  for  plaintiff  in  error* 
Belskr  tt  Harris,  contra. 

LIOON,  J.-^The  judgment  entry  in  the  court  below,  as  it 
was  corrected  on  the  motion  to  enter  judgment  nunc  pro  tuncy 
shows  that  the  defendant  in  that  court  appeared  by  his  attorney, 
and  at  the  term  at  which  the  judgment  was  rendered  that  at- 
torney withdrew  his  appearance  when  the  case  was  called,  and 
tbe  ^  defendant  made  no  further  defence."  This  was  at  the 
aeoMid  ieim  after  the  return  of  the  writ,  and  consequently  long 
after  lihe  dedSMtian  most  ha?e  been  filed  under  the  rules  of 
practice  in  the  Circuit  Courts  of  this  State.  Under  theae  cir- 
cumstances, nil  dioU  was  tiie  proper  judgment,  and  audi,  in 
effect,  is  the  judgment  in  this  record. 

The  Tariance  between  the  writ  and  declaration  is  only  availa- 
ble on  plea  in  abatement,  and  the  latter  might  have  been  amended 
by  reference  to  the  fomer.  As  the  jiylgment  is  one  of  nt/  dicUy 
and  not  by  default)  Cne  plaintiff  in  error  cannot  be  allowed  to 
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tftke  adTUiaga  of  radi  variaaee  on  error,  in  this  oonrt.  AfWr 
judgment  by  ml  4kiU,  all  defects  in  the  writ  and  deelaration 
which  eoald  have  been  amended  in  the  eovrt  bekwr ,  are  eared  by 
our  stetate  rf  jeofaik.^^lay's  Digeet  8S1  §  50  ;  Twner  t. 
Brown,  9  Ala.  866. 

Aa  all  the  assignments  of  erter  vest  on  the  sane  foundation, 
it  is  only  necessary  to  add  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  be- 
low is  aflSrmed. 


WHEAT  vs.  WHEAT'S  EXECUTOAS. 

I.  A  testator  bequeathed  his  slaves  to  his  widow  and  five  liring  children,  with 
apeeiSe  Erections  as  to  their  partition,  and  died  intestate  as  to  the  residiie  of 
his  personal  property  and  all  of  his  real  estate ;  the  seventh  clause  of  hie 
will  provided,  that,  if  a  certain  child  of  a  deceased  son  should  arrive  at  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  the  testator's  widow  and  children  should  make, 
with  what  his  guardian  had  pidd  him,  an  equivalent  to  their  own -shares  at 
the  time  of  division ;'  and  the  eight  clause  directed,  '  that  all  of  Ms  hekfl 
who  had  received  advancements  shonld  render  in  tfae  amount,  In  valuation, 
at  the  time  of  the  division,  to  be  considered  so  much  of  their  shares  of  the 
estate :'  Held,  that  the  testator's  said  grand-son,  whose  father  had  received 
an  advancement,  was  entitled  to  a  distributive  share  of  the  real  and  personal 
estate  imbeqaeathed,  on  hk  acoonnting  for  the  advancement  to  his  Itoither, 
and  that  the  legatees  of  the  slavoEi  were  bound  to  oontribnte  from  their  kg- 
acies,  on  his  arrival  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  so  much  as  would  make 
his  entire  estate  equal  to  their  respective  portions. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Probate  of  Chambers. 

The  questions  presented  in  this  case  arose  on  the  final  set-* 
tlement  of  the  estate  of  Moses  Wheat,  deceased,  whose  will 
eontained  the  following  provisions  :  By  the  third  clause,  he 
directs  oertain  negroes,  specified  by  name,  to  be  divided  into  six 
lots,  and  the  lots  to  be  appraised  by  three  freeholders ;  the 
next  clause  directs  that  the  widow  shall  haye  her  choice  of  these 
lots,  and  that  the  remaining  five  shall  be  divided  by  lot  among  the 
testator's  five  living  <^ildren ;  the  next  clause  provides,  that 
the  reudue  of  his  negroes  shall  be  appraised  at  the  same  time. 
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and  by  the  same  appraisers,  ^^  and  that  the  appraisers  shall  add 
all  of  the  said  negroes  to  the  six  lots  aboYe  named,  so  as  to  make 
eaoh  as  nigh  equal  as  possible,''  in  order  that  his  widow  and 
each  one  of  his  chUdren  may  have  an  equal  share.  The  other 
clauses  of  the  will  are  as  follows : 

^^  Sixth.  It  ismy  will  and  desire,  that  enough  of  the  south-west 
corner  of  section  17  be  run  off  so  as  to  take  the  bam,  and  for  the 
same  to  be  added  to  section  18 ;  and  twenty  acres  from  sectifm 
18  to  be  added  to  section  17 ;  the  line  to  commence  at  the  half* 
mile  stake  between  17  and  18,  and  run  west  until  it  strikes  the 
branch,  and  then  up  the  branch  far  enough  to  include  twenty 
acres. 

^^  Seventh.  It  is  further  my  will  and  desire,  that  if  Francis 
H.  Wheat,  my  grand-son,  should  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  my  beloved  wife,  Artimesia  Wheat,  and  my  said 
children,  do  make,  with  what  the  guardian  pays  him,  or  may 
have  paid  him,  on  his  arrival  at  twenty-one  years  of  age,  an 
equivalent  to  their  own  shares  in  valuation  at  the  time  of  the 
division. 

^^  Eighth.  It  is  also  my  will,  that  all  of  my  heirs  that  has 
had  property  from  me  shall  render  in  the  amount,  in  valuation, 
at  the  division  of  my  property,  and  shall  be  considered  as  so 
much  of  their  shares  or  part  of  the  estate." 

It  was  admitted,  on  the  iSnal  settlement,  that  said  Francis 
H.  Wheat,  the  testator's  grand-son,  was  entitled  to  a  distribu- 
tive portion  of  one  sixth  of  the  estate,  unless  be  is  excluded  by 
the  aforesaid  will ;  that  the  widow  had  dissented  from  the  will, 
and  had  received  one  fifth  of  all  the  personal  property  of  the 
estate  and  her  dower  interest  in  the  lands  ;  that  there  was  in 
the  hands  of  the  executors,  subject  to  distribution,  the  sum  of 
$9250  28,  which  was  derived  from  the  sale  of  the  personal  pro- 
perty  other  than  the  negroes  disposed  of  by  the  will ;  that  the 
testator  died  intestate  as  to  hie  real  estate,  and  that  his  lands 
had  been  sold  by  the  executors  for  the  purpose  of  distribution  ; 
that  there  is  in  the  bands  of  said  executors,  subject  to  distri* 
bution,  the  sum  of  $7821  68,  derived  from  the  sale  of  said 
lands ;  that  the  father  of  said  Francis  H.  Wheat,  who  was  a 
son  of  said  testator,  had  received  in  his  life-time,  from  smid 
testator,  the  sum  of  $1200  as  an  advancement :  that  said  tes- 
tator became  the  guardian  of  said  Francis,  on  the  death  of  his 
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flither,  and  so  continned  until  his  death ;  that  the  estate  of  said 
Francis )  in  the  bands  of  his  guardian,  amounted  to  the  sum  of 
$5,868;  that  the  negroes  conveyed  by  said  will,  according 
to  the  yaluation,  were  worth  $29,800,  and  each  legatee's  por- 
tion, after  deducting  the  widow's  fifth,  was,  at  the  time  of  dis- 
tribution, 14,688. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  court  refused  to  allow  said 
Francis  H.  Wheat  any  portion  whateyer  of  the  said  sums  in 
the  hands  of  the  executors  for  distribution,  deriyed  from  the 
sale  of  the  real  estate  and  personal  property  other  than  negroes, 
as  above  stated ;  to  which  decision  of  the  court  the  said  Francis, 
by  his  guardian  ad  litem^  excepted,  and  he  how  assigns  it  for 
error. 

M.  AiTDHEWs,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
P.  M.  Allison,  contra. 

PHELAN,  J. — We  are  of  opinion,  that  the  testator,  Moses 
Wheat,  did  not  devise  nor  intend  to  devise,  his  lands,  and, 
furthermore,  that  he  did  not  bequeath  any  portion  of  his  personal 
property  except  his  slaves. 

We  come  to  this  conclusion  in  part  for  the  following  reasons : 
although  the  testator  made  a  very  special  and  full  bequest  of 
his  slaves,  and  although  it  appears  that  he  had  at  that  time  a 
large  amount  of  personal  property  other  than  his  slaves  (about 
18,000  worth),  and  also  lands  of  considerable  value  (over  $7000 
worth),  he  made  no  express  provision  in  his  will  in  regard  to 
either,  except  an  unimportant  one  about  taking  a  few  acres  from 
one  section  and  adding  them  to  another.  That  he  did  not  intend 
to  devise  his  lands,  is  further  shown  by  the  fact  that  his  will  is 
attested  by  only  two  witnesses,  when  the  statute  requires  three 
to  pass  lands. 

Again  ;  in  clause  seven  of  this  will  he  says:  '^It  is  also  my 
will,  that  all  my  heirs  that  has  had  property  from  me,  shall  ren* 
der  in  the  amount  in  valuation  at  the  division  of  my  property^ 
and  shall  be  considered  as  so  much  of  their  shares  or  part  of 
the  estate."  This  clause  evidently  contemplates  a  division  of 
his  property  ;  that  is,  of  his  whole  property  or  estate,  and  not 
the  particular  division  of  the  slaves  as  directed  in  the  third| 
fear  lb  and  fifth  clauses.    It  further  contemplates  a  division 
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anu>Dg  liis  heirs — that  is,  heirs  at  law  in  its  proper  legal  sense— 
and  not  his  children  then  living  only,  to  whom  the  slaves  had 
been  bequeathed  under  a  certain  trustor  condition.  His  grand- 
son, as  the  only  surviving  child  of  his  father,  the  testator's 
son,  was  a  regular  heir  at  law  presumptive  of  his  grand-father ; 
and,  besides,  the  proof  shows,  that  his  father,  the  testator's 
son,  had  received  an  advancement  of  about  $1200  from  the 
testator.  In  view  of  these  facts,  it  can  hardly  be  supposed, 
that  the  testator  intended  to  confine  the  use  of  the  word  heirs 
to  his  children  then  living  exclusively. 

If  we  have  given  the  true  construction  to  this  will,  it  follows, 
of  course,  that  as  to  his  lands,  and  all  his  personal  property 
except  his  slaves,  Moses  Wheat  died  intestate^  Under  this 
construction,  there  can  be  but  little  difficulty  in  determining 
the  rights  of  the  several  parties  under  the  law  and  this  will 
taken  together. 

The  widow,  having  dissented  from  the  will,  is,  of  course, 
entitled  to  her  dower  in  the  lands,  and  her  regular  distributive 
share,  which,  in  this  case,  would  be  one  fifth  of  all  the  personal 
property  after  the  payment  of  debts,  as  there  were  more  than 
four  children.— Clay's  Dig.  173  §  4. 

The  negroes  which  would  remain  after  deducting  her  fifth 
part,  would  have  to  be  divided  into  five  shares,  as  nearly  con- 
formable to  the  directions  of  the  will  as  possible,  among  his  five 
living  sons  and  daughters  named   in  the   fourth  clause  of  the 
will,  and  these  slaves  they  would  hold  respectively  subject  to 
the  trust  in  favor  of  his  grand-son,  Francis  II.  Wheat,  created 
by  the  seventh  clause ;  that  is,  as  we  construe  it,  under  an 
obligation  to  contribute  respectively  so  much  as  would,  in  the 
aggregate,  make  his  estate  or  property  in  the  hands  of  his  guar- 
dian, when  he  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  equal  in 
valuation  to  their  respective  shares  of  his  estate   at  the  time  of 
the  division  of  said  estate ;  if,  or  on  condition   that  he  (Francis 
H.)  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one.     We  may  say,  in  few 
words,  that  this  will  left  the  land,  jaiid  all  the  personal  property 
^cept   the  slaves,  to   be  divided   and   distributed  according  to 
the  law  of  descent  and  distribution  ;  and  as  to  the  slaves,  they 
were  bequeathed  to  the  sons  and  daughters  of  the  testator  then 
living,  but  on  the  express  trust  and  condition,  that,  if  his  grand- 
son attained  the  age  of  twenty *one,  and  if  his  estate  or  property 
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did  not  then  in  the  whole  amoant  to  as  muoh  as  they  rei|N»c* 
tiveljr  received  as  a  share  of  his  estate  under  his  vill,  or  otber« 
wise,  at  the  time  of  the  division  of  said  estate,  then  they  were 
respectively  bound  to  contribute  so  much  as,  taken  in  the  aggre* 
gate,  would  make  his  estate  or  property  equal  in  value  to  a 
share  at  the  time  of  the  division. 

The  decree  of  the  Probate  Court,  which  excluded  Francis 
U.  Wheat  from  any  portion  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
land,  or  the  proceeds  of  the  personal  property  other  than  the 
slaves  specially  bequeathed  as  aforesaid,  was  erroneous* 

The  advancement  to  his  father  in  his  life-time,  made  by  the 
testator,  should  be  deducted  from  his  share,  or  one  sixth  part  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  land  and  other  personal  ^operty,  (omitting 
the  slaves,)  and  a  decree  rendered  in  his  favor  against  the  exec- 
utors for  the  balance,  and  the  decrees  in  behalf  of  the  otben 
should  be  modified  accordingly. 

It  has  been  argued,  that  ho  should  not  be  required  to  bring  U»e 
advancement  made  to  his  father  into  hotchpot,  upon  some  supposed 
intmation  of  the  testator  to  put  hia  grand-son  on  a  perfect  equal- 
ity with  his  own  children.  We  cannot  discover  such  intention^ 
and  the  clause  requiring  his  heirs  who  recovered  advancements 
to  ^'  render  them  in  at  the  division  of  his  property,' '  is  express 
and  plain. 

For  the  error  aforesaid,  the  decree  of  the  Probate  Court  is 
reversed,  and  the  cause  is  remanded,  that  said  court  may  pro- 
ceed in  conformity  with  the  views  expressed  in  this  opinion. 


MELTON  vs.  WATKINS. 


1.  Where  plalaiiff  clauns  under  aa  absolute  conveyance  in  fee  from  defendant^ 
parol  evidence  of  a  contemporaneous  verbal  agreement  for  the  retention  of 
poneamon  by  the  defendant  until  he  had  made  another  crop  on  the  land,  va- 
ries the  legal  eflTect  of  the  deed,  and  is  therefore  inadmissible. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  St.  Clair.      ^ 
Tried  before  the  Hon*  Oso.  D.  Sbobtiuooe. 
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Teespasb  QT7ARE  CLAUSUM  FRE6IT  bj  John  Melton  against 
Evan  WatkinSy  to  try  titles  to  a  certain  tract  of  land,  and  to 
recover  damages  for  its  detention.  The  defendant  pleaded  not 
guilty,  with  leave  to  give  any  special  matter  in  evidence. 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  introduced  in  evidence  a  deed  for 
the  land,  from  the  defendant,  conveying  the  same  to  him  ahso- 
Ivtely  in  fee  simple,  and  dated  the  18th  of  December,  1850 ; 
and  then  proved  that  defendant  was  in  possession  of  said  land 
at  the  commencement  of  this  snit,  and  remained  in  possession 
thereof  nntil  the  fall  of  the  year  1851 ;  also,  the  value  of  the 
rents  and  amonnt  of  damages  daring  tho  time  defendant  had 
possession.  ^^The  defendant  then  offered  to  prove,  by  the 
•absoribing  witness  to  said  deed,  that,  at  the  time  said  deed  was 
dxecuted,  when  defendant  was  aboat  to  sign  the  same,  and  imme- 
diately before  he  did  sign  the  same,  he  and  plaintiff  made  a  ver- 
bal contract,  that  defendant  was  to  have  the  possession  of  said 
land  to  the  end  of  the  ensuing  crop  year ;  to  the  introduction  of 
which  evidence  plaintiff  objected,  on  the  ground  that  it  varied 
the  terms  of  the  written  contract  as  expressed  in  said  deed.— 
The  court  overruled  the  objection,  and  plaintiff  excepted.  Proof 
was  then  made,  tending  to  show  a  contract  that  defendant  was 
to  retain  the  possession  of  the  land,  either  during  the  balance  of 
iheyear  1850,  or  during  the  ensuing  crop  year ;  but  no  proof 
was  made  of  any  contract  subsequent  to  the  signing  of  the  deed. 

^*  Upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  court  charged  the  jury,  that 
said  deed,  from  defendant  to  plaintiff,  prima  facie  entitled  the 
pluntiff  to  the  possession  of  the  land  embraced  in  it,  as  soon  u 
it  was  executed ;  but,  if  they  found  from  the  evidence  that 
there  was  a  parol  contract,  made  by  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
contemporaneous  with  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  the  defen- 
dant, by  which  defendant  was  to  retain  possession  of  the  land 
to  make  another  crop,  and  if  defendant  abandoned  possession  of 
said  land  at  the  expiration  of  that  time,  then  they  must  find 
for  the  defendant ;  to  which  charge  the  plaintiff  excepted.'' 

The  admission  of  the  parol  evidence,  and  the  charge  of  the 
court,  are  now  assigned  for  error. 

B.  T.  PoPR,  for  the  appellant : 

A  prior  ^  contemporaneous  agreement,  inconsistent  with  the 
legftl  effect  of  a  deed  or  conveyance,  is  void. — Litchfield  v.  Fal* 
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coner,  2  Ala,  280 ;  West  &  West  y.  Kelly's  Ex'n,  19  Ala. 
854 ;  Walker  t.  Clay  &  Clay,  21  Ala.  797. 

By  the  statute  of  uses,  the  possession  of  the  vendor  of  laftcl 
is  transferred  to  the  vendee,  and  becomes  his  possession,  eo 
insianii  with  the  ezecation  of  the  deed. — ^Bliss  v.  Smith,  1 
Ala.  278. 

If  the  terms  of  a  deed  are  elear,  the  meanbg  of  the  parties 
most  be  ascertained  by  reference  to  it.  The  right  to  the  imme- 
diate possession,  was  as  much  a  term  of  the  deed,  as  the  title 
itself. — McCntehen  v.  McCatchen,  9  Porter  650 ;  Lamar  ▼• 
Winter,  IS  Ala.  31  ;  Dunn  and  Wife  y.  Bank  of  Mobile,  2 
Ala.  152 ;  8  Ala.  849 ;  2  Porter  29 ;  4  S.  &.  P.  96;  2  U.  S. 
Digest,  p.  49,  ^  §  559, 560 ;  ib.  57,  ^  §  750  to  758. 

6.  G.  Ellis,  and  Morgan  &  Walker,  contra  : 

The  admission  of  the  parol  evidence  was  not  error :  it  does 
not  contradict  the  deed  in  any  particular.  The  deed  conreys 
the  legal  title  in  the  land  to  the  grantee ;  but  the  title  may  well 
be  in  him,  while  the  possession  and  right  of  possession  remain 
with  the  grantor.  Defendant's  possession  would  not  be  incon- 
sistent  or  incompatible  with  the  plaintiff's  right  of  property.—* 
1  Black.  Com.  pp.  157  to  160. 

Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  conveyance  abso- 
lute-on  its  face  was  intended  to  operate  only  as  a  mortgage  or 
security.— Hudson  v,  Isbell,  5S.  &  P.  67. 

A  parol  agreement,  made  contemporaneously  with  a  written 
(me,  may  be  established  by  parol  evidence,  and  maintained,  if  it 
does  not  form  a  constituent  part  of  the  written  contract,  and 
does  not  alter  or  contradict  it. — Garrow  v.  Carpenter,  1  Porter 
859  ;  Mills  v.  Geron,  22  Ala.  669. 

CHILTON,  0.  J. — Melton,  in  the  court  below,  relied  upon 
the  absolute  conveyance  in  fee,  executed  to  him  for  a  tract  of 
land  by  Watkins,  the  legal  effect  of  which  was  to  transfer  the 
entire  interest,  of  every  kind,  which  Watkins  then  had  in  the 
land,  both  as  respects  the  title  and  the  right  of  enjoyment  in 
possession.  The  court,  however,  by  its  charge,  gave  effect  to  a 
contemporaneous  parol  agreement,  that  the  possession  of  the 
land  abould  be  retained  for  a  time  by  the  grantor,  no  such  revo- 
cation  appearing  in  the  deed,  or  otherwise  in  writing. 
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.  This  waa  arroneoos.  It  varied  by  parol  the  legal  effect  of 
the  deed,  and  took  from  the  grantee  an  interest  which  the  deed 
Qonvejed  to  him.  The  rule  is  too  well  settled  to  require  the 
citation  of  authority,  that  all  previouB  or  contemporaneoua  parol 
agreements,  or  understandings,  between  the  parties,  materially 
altering  or  varying,  by  adding  to,  or  subtracting  from,  the  writ- 
ten agreement,  must  be  considered  as  merged  in  that  agreement, 
and  the  writing  must  be  regarded  as  the  evidence  and  sole  ex- 
positor of  the  contract  of  the  parties,  when  it  is  clear  and  un- 
ambiguous.— Gordon  v.  Phillips,  18  Ala.  567,  and  cases  cited 
on  the  brief  of  counsel. 

This  view  does  not  conflict  with  Garrow  v.  Carpenter  et  al.^ 
1  Por.  359  :  for,  in  that  case,  the  agreement  proved  by  parol, 
and  which  was  contemporaneous  with  the  writing,  did  not  go  to 
alter,  contradict  or  explain  the  writing  •  at  all  events,  such  was 
the  judgment  of  the  court.  Nor  does  it  fall  within  the  rule, 
which  allows  absolute  deeds  to  be  shown  by  parol  to  have  been 
intended  as  mortgages  merely.  It  simply  presents  the  case  of 
a  conveyance  of  an  entire  interest  in  land,  without  reservation 
of  the  possession,  which  the  law,  in  virtue  of  such  conveyanoey 
transfers  to  the  grantee,  and  an  attempt  to  reserve  a  term  to 
the  grantor  notwithstanding  the  deed,  and  in  palpable  violation 
of  its  legal  effect,  by  a  parol  contemporaneous  agreement. 

As  we  have  said  on  a  former  occasion,  there  is  no  hardship 
in  requiring  parties  to  make  their  writing,  which  they  adopt  as 
the  evidence  of  their  agreement,  speak  truly  its  terms.  Were 
we  to  depart  from  this  evidence,  and  to  go  out  in  search  of  parol 
negotiations,  either  at  or  before  the  time  the  parties  reduced 
their  ^ntract  to  writing,  we  should  open  a  wide  door  for  fraud 
and  perjury,  and  would  introduce  the  peatest  uncertabty,  in 
many  cases,  as  to  what  the  contract  of  the  parties  really  waa. 
The  policy  of  the  law  is  clearly  opposed  to  relaxing  the  strin- 
gency of  the  rule.— See  Seay  v.  Marks,  23  Ala.  R. 

Let  the  judgment  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 
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DAVIS  vs.  CALHOUN. 

1.  Tkree  aerenl  judgmentB  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  io  caeee 
betveen  different  partiea,  cannot  be  removed  to  the  Circnit  Court  by  one 
writ  of  certiorari,  sued  out  by  a  party  who  waa  a  defendant  In  each 
case. 

Ebbob  to  the  Gircnit  Court  of  Talladega. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Nat.  Cook. 

Thkbb  judgments  were  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
in  one  of  which  Wilburn  Whittington,  for  the  use  of  Jesse 
Calhoun,  was  plaintiff,  and  Jeremiah  S.  Davis  was  defend- 
ant ;  in  another,  Jesse  Calhoun  was  plaintiff,  and  Jeremiah 
S.  Davis  and  William  S.  Davis  were  defendants ;  and  in  the 
third,  Jesse  Calhoun  was  plaintiff,  and  Jeremiah  S.  Davis 
was  defendant.  After  the  rendition  of  these  judgments, 
said  Jeremiah  S.  Davis  removed  the  three  cases  to  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  by  arttoraH^  suing  out  but  one  writ,  and  giving 
but  one  bond.  In  the  Circuit  Court,  said  Calhoun  moved 
to  dismiss  the  certiorari^  for  irregularities  appearing  in  the 
record,  and  his  motion  was  sustained  ;  and  this  judgment  is 
now  assigned  for  error. 

J.  J.  Woodward,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
White  &  Parsons,  contra. 

LIGON,  J.— The  opinion  of  this  court  in  the  case  of  Mc 
Clellan  v.  Allison,  19  Ala.  671,  to  which  we  are  referred  by 
the  counsel  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  does  not  affect  the  pres- 
ent ;  nor  are  the  radical  errors  in  the  proceedings  in  this 
case  covered  by  the  very  liberal  decision  in  the  cases  of 
Cooper  V.  Madden,  0  Ala.  431,  and  Wetumpka  &  Coosa  R. 
R.  Co.  V.  Bingham,  5  ib.  657.  In  all  those  cases,  the  irregu- 
larity complained  of  was  confined  to  the  bond,  or  the  aetion 
of  the  appellate  court  in  making  orders  in  the  case.  Here, 
the  defect  extends  to  the  petition  for  certiorari^  and  to  the 
writ  itself. 
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Not  only  are  three  cases  sought  to  be  brought  up  by  one 
petition,  bond  and  writ,  but  the  parties  to  the  record  are  not 
the  same  in  any  two  of  them.  DiflEerent  rights  and  different 
interests  are  inyolved  in  each  case,  and  the  appellate  court 
could  not  rightfully  have  consolidated  them,  and  rendered 
one  judgment  as  to  all.  When  this  is  the  case,  it  is  fatally 
irregular  to  issue  but  one  writ,  and  take  but  one  bond. — 
Such  was  the  ruling  of  the  court  below,  and  its  judgment  ij? 
affirmed* 


FERRYMAN  vs.  CAMP. 

1.  \Vhen  ft  transcript  is  filed  at  a  term  subfeequeut  to  that  to  which  the  appeal 
was  taken,  the  appeal  will  be  dismissed  on  motion  of  the  appellee,  and  the 
appellant  may  sue  out  another  appeal  at  any  time  before  the  afflrmanee  of 
the  Judgment ;  bat  the  appellee  cannot  have  a  dismiasal  of  the  appeal  and 
an  affirmance  of  the  judgment  at  the  same  time,  and  on  the  same  transcripl. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Randolph. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Robert  Docghbety. 

Motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  and  affirmfthe  judgment. 

Berber  &  Rice,  for  the  motiou. 
Richards  &  Falkner^  contra. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— In  this  case,  an  appeal  was  taken 
to  the  last  term  of  this  court,  and  no  transcript  was  filed 
until  the  present  term.  A  motion  i^  made,  after  filing  the 
transcript  at  this  term,  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  and  also  for  an 
affirmance  of  the  judgment.  The  first  motion  must  be 
allowed,  as  the  law  requires  the  transcript  to  be  filed  at  the 
term  to  which  the  appeal  was  taken,  and  if  this  is  not  done, 
it  is  discontinued.  The  fact  that  the  bill  of  exceptions  was 
in  the  possession  of  the  appellant's  counsel,  and  that  the 
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transcript  was  not  made  out  for  that  cause,  does  not  avoid 
the  effect  which  the  law  attaches  to  the  failure  to  file  the 
transcript  at  the  proper  term;  and  the  only  remedy  is,  to  sue 
out  another  appeal,  which,  under  the  practice  established  by 
this  court  in  the  case  of  'The  United  States  v.  Haden,  5 
Port.  533,  and  Roebuck  v.  Dupuy,  2  Ala.  352,  can  be  done 
to  any  subsequent  term,  before  the  judgment  is  afl&rmed. — 
The  motion  to  dismiss  must  prevail,  because  of  the  discon- 
tinuance. 

But  we  cannot  dismiss  and  affirm  both,  for  the  reason, 
that  the  two  motives  are  inconsistent  with  each  other;  as  the 
first  denies  that  the  case  is  properly  here,  while  the  other 
recognizes  the  transcript  as  being  in  court  as  a  sufficient 
predicate  for  an  affirmance.  If  it  is  sufficient  to  affirm  upon, 
we  must  hold  that  it  is  sufficiently  here  for  the  purposes  of 
trial. 

Appeal  dismissed. 


BREWER  vs.  THE  BRANCH  BANK  AT  MONT- 
GOMERY  ET  AL. 

1.  The  ecceptance  of  a  note  may  be  an  extingniahment  and  payment  of  a 
judgment,  whether  proceeding  from  a  defendant  or  a  Btranger. 

•L  The  statutory  remedy  by  motion  to  supersede  an  execution  on  a  judgment, 
does  not  deprive  the  Chancery  Court  of  its  original  jurisdiction  to  remore  a 
cloud  upon  the  title  to  land ;  and  therefore  a  vendee,  whose  land  has  been 
sold  under  cxecuUon  (issued  on  a  judgment  recovered  against  his  vendor 
before  his  purchase),  and  bought  in  by  himself,  may  come  into  equity  to 
enjoin  the  collection  of  his  bid  and  all  ftirther  proceedings  under  the  judg- 
ment, upon  an  allegation  that  tho  judgment  had  been  paid  and  satisfled 
before  the  issue  of  the  execution. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Montgomery. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  James  B.  Clark. 

Thib  bill  was  filed  by  Reuben  H.  Brewer  against  the  appel- 
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leea,  to  eujom  proceedings  under  a  judgment  at  law,  which 
the  Branch  Bank  at  Montgomery  recovered,  in  1842,  against 
Alexander  S«  Howell,  Joseph  D.  Hopper,  and  M.  Ashorst, 
on  which  judgment  an  execution  was  issued,  and  levied  on  a 
certain  tract  of  land,  which  complainant  purchased  of  said 
Howell  in  1845.  It  alleged,  that  said  Bank,  prior  to  the 
issue  of  said  execution,  had  accepted  a  note  made  by  Robert 
T.  Asburst,  Joseph  D.  Hopper,  and  Moses  McLemore,  in  full 
payment  and  extinguishment  of  said  judgment,  which  was 
thereby  paid  and  extinguished ;  that  complainant,  being  ij^- 
norant  of  this  fact,  bought  in  said  land  at  the  sheriff's  sale, 
being  the  highest  bidder.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  is,  that  the 
Bank  may  be  restrained  from  collecting  the  amount  of  com- 
plainant's bid,  and  perpetually  enjoined  from  all  further  pro- 
iieedings  under  said  judgment  to  subject  said  land  to  its  sat- 
isfaction. 

The  Chancellor  dismissifed  the  bill  for'wantof  equity,  hold- 
ing that  the  acceptance  of  a  note  from  a  person  who  was  no 
party  to  the  judgment,  was  no  satisfaction  of  that  judgment; 
and  his  decree  is  now  assigned  for  error. 

HiLLiARD  &  Thorington,  for  appellant. 
N.  Harris,  contra* 

CHILTON,  C,  J.— The  decree  of  the  Chancellor  in  this 
case  cannot  be  sustained.  The  l)ill  was  dismissed  for  want 
of  equity  ;  and  its  allegations,  for  the  purpose  of  such  a  mo- 
tion, must  be  regarded  as  true.  One  of  thcpo  allegations  is, 
that  the  judgment,  which  prinui  facie  constitutes  a  lien  and 
incumbrance  on  this  land,  has  been  paid  and  extinguished^  by 
accepting  a  note  made  by  R.  T.  Ashurst,  J.  D.  Hopper,  and 
Moses  McLemore  ;  tlmt  said  note  was  accepted  by  tlie  Bank 
in  payment  and  extiuguislunent  of  said  judgment,  and  by  ite 
being  so  accepted,  the  said  judgment  became,  and  was  thereby, 
paid  and  extinguished,  That  llio  acceptance  of  a  note  may 
be  an  extinguishment  and  payment  of  a  prior  debt  or  liabil- 
ity, is  well  settled  (see  Abcrcroinbie  v.  Mosely,  9  Port.  150); 
and  that  it  makcrf  no  difference  whether  such  payment  proceed^ 
from  a  party  to  the  transaction  or  a  stranger,  was  decided  in 
Mcliaae  t.  Miller,  10  Ala.  856.    If,  therefore,  the  allegation 
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aiB  to  the  extinguishment  and  payment  of  the  judgment  be 
true,  we  are  of  opinion  the  bill  doea  contain  equity. — 1  How* 
Miss.  139 ;  5  Missouri  59  ;  2  Shop.  202  ;  1  Bich.  B.  HI. 

The  other  objections  taken  to  the  jurisdiction,  yis.,  tiiat 
the  complainant  had  a  remedy  at  law,  and  no  attempt  had 
been  made  to  enforce  the  bid  which  he  had  made  when  the 
land  was  sold,  we  do  not  think  can  be  supported.  The  facts 
charged  in  the  bill  show,  that  there  is  a  cloud  resting  on 
complainant's  title,  which  he  has  a  right  to  have  removed 
if  those  facts  be  as  stated.  The  remedy  given  by  statntCi 
does  not  deprive  the  Chancery  Court  of  its  original  juris* 
diction  in  such  cases. 

Let  the  decree  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


POWELL  vs.  THE  CENTRAL  PLANK  BOAD  CO.       iS  tJl 


148    301 
143    362 


1.  The  appeals  spoken  of  in  section  S019  and  8020  of  the  Code*  art  appeals 
from  final  jad^ents  or  decrees,  and  not  firom  thoM  which  are  Interloeit- 
tory  only. 

2.  The  register  has  power,  nnder  the  Code,  to  graat  an  appeal  frwi  an  ia* 
terloeutory  order  of  the  Chancellor  dissolving  an  iajunction  in  Taoatlea 
(Liooic,  J.,  dissenting). 

8.  A  mail-contractor  cannot  come  in  equity  to  enforce  a  ooniraot  with  a 
plank  read  company,  for  the  transportation  of  the  mail  OTtr  its  road,  un- 
less he  shows  hj  hie  bill  that  a  oonrt  of  law  oould  not  mUfnm^Hhim  ia 
damages  for  the  breach  of  the  contract. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Coosa. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  James  B.  Clark. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  the  appellant^  James  R.  Powallf  agsiast 
the  Central  Plank  Road  Company.  It  all^gesi  that  eomplan- 
ant  was  a  mail-contractor  with  the  United  States  for  the  tmatr 
portation  of  the  mail  on  the  route  from  Montgoiiiexy  to  Gullh 
tersville ;  that  as  such  contractor  he  made  a  oontraot  with  the 
said  company,  acting  khrou{^  its  ageiitt  for  the  transportatioD 
29 
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&t'  the  mail  oVdrits  road,  ftt  a  stipulated  price,  from  June,  1852, 
utttil'  Ja)j,  1864  ;  that  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  its  said 
contfact,'haspirevdnted  complainant's  mail  coaches  from  passicg 
over  its  road,- and  still  continues  to  do  so,  whereby  complainant 
bus  failed  to  carry  said  mails  as  required  to  do  by  bis  contract 
with' the  United  States;  that  his  injury  will  be  irreparable  if 
said  company,  is  allowed  thus  to  violate  its  contracts  ;  that  his 
stock  and  stabMs,  under  the  faith  of  said  contract,  have  been 
removed  &om  the  old  route  to  said  plank  road,  and  all  his 
furangements  made  to  use  said  road  in  the  transportation  of  the 
maik 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  is  for  an  injunction,  which  was  granted 
by  [the  fion»  Robert  Dougherty.  On  the  coming  in  of  the 
answer,  a  motion  was  made  before  the  Chancellor,  in  vacation, 
to  dissolve  the  injunction ;  which  motion  was  sustained,  solely 
on  the  ground  of  a  want  of  equity  in  the  bill.  No  application 
was  made  to  the  Chancellor  for  an  appeal,  and  for  an  order 
retaining  the  injunction  during  its  pendancy;  but  the  complainant 
applied  to  the  register  for  an  appeal,  which  was  granted  on  the 
9th  of  January,  1854,  returnable  to  the  June  Term  of  the 
Supreme  Court ;  and  bond  was  executed  as  required  by  the 
statute.  The  appellant  filed  a  transcript  of  the  record  in  the 
Supreme  Court,  on  the  13th  of  February,  1854;  and  on  this 
transcript  ho  now  moves  the  court  for  a  special  injunction  until 
bis  appeal  can  be  heard  and  determined,  if  the  court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  the  execution  of  the  appeal  bond,  of  itself,  does 
fot  restore  and  retain  the  injunction  pending  the  appeal. 

BiO^SKs,  Ric£  &  Barrett,  and  Watts,  Judge  &  Jackson, 
for  appellant,  contended,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  agent  of  the . 
company  had  contracted  within  the  sphere  of  his  agency,  and 
the  company  wns  not  bound  at  law  by  the  form  of  the  contract, 
a  court  of*  equity,  ex  aqtio  et  bono,  would  enforce  it  against  the 
principal  (Story  on  Agency,  p.  209,  §  162);  that  this  is  not  the 
ease  of-  a  eotntRon  or  ordinary  injunction,  but  is  the  point  in  the 
cause:  it  is  to  preveni  irreparable  injury;  to  dissolve  the 
injttndtion,  deoidte  the  causo  (Pumell  v.  Daniel,  8  Iredell's 
Bq.  R.  9  ;  MeBrayer  v.  Hardin,  7  tft-  1). 

Whit^  &;tPAR6ov8,  and  Elmore  &  Yakcbt,  ctnUra. 
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LIGON,  J.— The  coansel  for  the  appellant  insiBts,  that  the 
execation  of  the  appeal  bond  in  this  case,  per  se,  restores  the 
injanction  which  had  been  dissolved  by  the  chancellor ;  and  to 
sustain  his  position,  he  relies  upon  section  8020  of  the  Code, 
which  is  in  these  words :  ^^  When  the  decree  rendered  is  for  tha 
performance  of  any  other  act  than  the  payment  of  money, 
(except  in  cases  otherwise  provided  in  this  code,)  the  party 
wishing  to  supersede  the  execation  of  such  decree  must  apply  to 
the  chancellor  or  register,  cither  in  term  time  or  vacation,  who 
must  direct  the  amount  and  condition  of  the  appeal  bond."  It 
is  insisted,  that  this  section,  taken  in  connection  with  section 
8019,  which  provides  that,  ^^  The  appeal  does  not  operate  aa 
a  supersedeas  of  the  judgment,  unless  bond  be  g^ven  by  the 
appellant,  in  double  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  payable  to  the 
appellee,  with  sufficient  sureties,  and  with  condition  to  prose* 
cute  the  apeal  to  effect,  and  satisfy  such  judgment  as  the 
Supreme  Court  may  render  in  the  premises,"  shows  conclu- 
sively, that  the  bond  for  the  appeal,  executed  in  this  case,  must 
have  the  effect  of  superseding  the  interlocutory  decree  of 
the  chancellor,  and  thus  restore  the  injunction  dissolved  by 
him. 

Such  a  construction  would  scarcely  be  allowable,  even  if  it 
were  proper  to  consider  these  sections  apart  from  those  which 
precede  them  in  the  same  chapter ;  but,  when  taken  in  connec- 
tion with  sections  8016  and  8018,  not  a  doubt  can  exist,  that 
the  appeals  spoken  of  in  sections  8019  and  8020  are  appeals 
from  final  judgments  and  decrees,  and  not  from  those  which  are 
interlocutory  only.    In  this  we  al)  concur. 

But  a  question  is  made,  as  to  the  power  of  the  register  to 
grant  an  appeal  from  an  interlocutory  order  of  the  chancellor, 
dissolving  an  injunction  in  vacation.  The  majority  of  the 
court  hold,  that  such  a  practice  is  allowable  under  die  Code, 
inasmuch  as,  by  its  provisions,  the  appeal  is  a  matter  of  right, 
and  is  made  to  perform  the  office  of  both  a  writ  of  error  and  an 
appeal  under  our  former  practice;  and,  as  power  is  now  conferred 
on  the  register  to  grant  appeals  on  decrees  final,  and  as  he  has 
authority  to  make  all  interlocutory  orders  except  those  of  grant- 
ing and  dissolving  injunctions,  and  appointing  receivers,  he  has 
also  the  power,  by  implication,  to  grant  appeals  from  interlocu- 
tory orders  dissolving  injunctions,  as  provided  for  by  seotioD 
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2S|?4.prthe  Cpde;.  and  consequently  the  former  practice  of  this 
cpart^  in  reppept  tp  such  appeals,  no  longer  prevails. 

I  have  l^een  unable  to  bring  my  mind  to  this  conclusion,  and 
this  for  r^asonai  which  I  will  now  proceed  to  state.  Under  our 
p^c:tioe,  as  it  existed  before  the  adoption  of  the  Code,  an  appeal 
could  only  be  taken  before  the  chancellor  ;  but  when  applied 
f^f ,  it  was  granted  to  the  party  as  a  matter  of  right.  The 
gipidifyers  must  be  presumed  to  have  known  this  practice,  and 
doubtless  were  familiar  with  it.  These  appeals  were  allowed 
Ijj  statute,  both  from  final  decrees  and  interlocutory  decrees 
c|is^Jving.  injunctions.  The  Code  changes  this  practice,  so  far 
as  fipal  decrees  are  concerned,  by  authorizing  the  register  to 
gpi^t  the  appeal,  but  no  further.  In  cases  like  the  present, 
np*  writ  of  error  will  lie,  or  ever  has  been  allowed.  The  register, 
tbereforcy  under  his  former  power  to  grant  writs  of  error,  for 
wliich  an  appeal  is  now  substituted,  can  claim  no  right  to  grant 
appeals  in  such  cases ;  and  where  his  power  over  appeals,  as 
conferred  on  him  by  the  Code,  is  adverted  to,  we  find  it  limited 
to  .cases  in  whiob  final  decrees  have  been  rendered,  and  to  these 
o^ljjr.  The  argument  to  sustain  his  power  in  the  present  case, 
derived  from  his  power  under  the  Code  to  grant  appeals  from 
^a^ decrees,  fails  to  establish  it. 

I  will  now  examine  his  power  to  grant  this  appeal  under  the 
first  diyision  of  section  621,  which  confers  on  him  the  power 
^^  to  jnake  all  interlocutory  orders  and  decrees  between  the  par- 
tie9>  not  affeqtiQg  the  decision  of  the  controversy."  It  may 
bo  beire  remarked,  that  this  grant  of  power  is  not  peculiar  to 
the  Code.  Under  the  former  law^  he  possessed  the  same  power, 
conferred  almost  in  the  same  words  (Clay's  Digest  349  \  20) ; 
yet  JBio  person  ever  supposed,  that  this  section  was  designed  to 
confer  on  him  authority  to  make  orders  by  which  the  cause, 
was  to  be  transferred  from  one  court  to  another ;  indeed,  this 
power  has  ever  been  understood  to  refer  alone  to  such  orders  as 
ar^  Becessarj  to  speed  the  cause  in  the  court  below.  Both  in 
the  Code  and  in  the  old  law,  it  is  provided,  in  the  same  clause 
KM9h.{ivear  the  power  to  make  interlocutory  orders  and  decrees, 
that  suph  orders  '^  shall  be  subject  at  all  times  to  the  control, 
dii^eption  and  supervision  of  the  chancellor  ;''  and  I  do  not  sup- 
po/)c  that  his  power  to  grant  appeals,  in  those  cases  in  which  it 
is^iven  him,  was  ever  intended  to  be  reviewed,  directed,  super- 
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rised,  or  controlled  by  the  chancellor.     My  conclwsion  }g,  t^iat'* 
the  appeal  authorized  to  be  taken  m  section  2984  of  the  Code/ 
should  be  applied  for,  and  obtained  now, as  it  was  under  the  old' 
law  (Clay's   Dig.  857  §  80) ;  of  Tvhi6h,  rtie  provi&lonon  this' 
subject  in  the  Code  is,  substantially,  and  inevery  material  part ^ 
literally,  a  copy.     As   to   the  officer  who   shall  grant  *  sncU 
oppeals,  the  Code,  like  the  former  statute,  is  silent.- '  We  arfe,' 
then,   left  to  establish  a  practice  for  ourselves,  and  1  am  satis^.' 
fied  with    that  laid  down   in  Griffin  v.  The  Braflch   Bank   of* 
Huntsville,  9  Ala.  201,  which  requires  such  appeals  to  be  tiilten 
before  the  chancellor.     My  opinion  is,  that  the  record  \n  this" 
case  is  not  properly  in  this  court,  and  that  we  have,  a^  yet;  no 
jurisdiction  over  the  case  ;  and  for  this  reason,  the  motion   to 
reinstate  the  injunction,  or  to  grant  a  temporary  one   pending' 
the  appeal,  should  be  repudiated.     But  as  my  brethren  are  of 
a  diflFerent  opinion,  I  will  proceed  to  consider  the  merits  of  that 
motion. 

The  chancellor  was  of  opinion,  that  the  bill  arid  amended 
bill  did  not  make  out  a  case  for  relief  in  a  court  of  equity,  and 
on  this  ground  dissolved  the  injunction.  We  concur  with  him, 
that  upon  these  bills  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery 
cannot  be  supported.  It  is  here  contended,  that  the  bill  shows 
a  case  of  irreparable  injury  to  the  plaintiflF,  unless  the  Court  of 
Chancery  will  interfere  to  prevent  it.  We  do  not  think  the 
allegations  sufficient  for  that  -  purpose.  It  sets  out  a  contract 
between  the  complainant  and  the  defendant,  made  with  the  agent 
of  the  latter,  by  which  the  former  acquires^  the  right,  a«  tAail- 
contractor  on  the  route  from  Montgomery  to  GuntersviWe,  to 
transport  the  mails  in  four  horse  post  coaches  or  omnibuses, 
over  the  Central  Plank  Road^  and  shows  a  violation  of  that 
contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  resulting  in  injury  afid 
inconvenience  to  the  complainant.  But  we  cannot  see  from  the 
bill,  that  a  court  of  law,  if  appealed  to,  could  not  furnish  ample 
relief.  There  is  notbii^  in  the  bill  to  negative  the  idea  that  the 
complainant's  contract  with^tho  United  States  to  curry  the  mail 
on  the  route  designated,  could  not  be  executed  by  the  use  of  the 
dirt  road  over  which  the  mail  had  formerly  been  transported ; 
nor  doos  it  appear,  that  there  is  imminent  danger,  that  the 
breach  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  will  inevita- 
bly result  in  repeated  and  heavy  amercements  on  the  complain- 
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ant  for  failing  to  carry  the  mails  according  to  his  contract  with 
the  United  States  Goyemmenl,  or  necessarily  cause  a  forfeiture 
of  that  contract.  All  the  injuries  complained  of  may  be  readily 
estimated  by  a  jury,  and  damages,  commensurate  with  them, 
may  be  given  in  the  courts  of  law.  We  apprehend,  no  case  can 
be  found  in  which  a  court  of  chancery  has  taken  jurisdiction 
for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  a  contract  of  this  character,  when 
it  is  clear  that  a  court  of  law  could  amply  compensate  the  in- 
jured party,  in  damages,  for  the  breach. 

The  bill  shows  an  agreement  between  the  parties,  perfect  in 
all  its  parts — requiring  no  reformation  in  order  to  make  it  speak 
their  intention :  it  is  not  defective  in  form,  and  expresses  all 
the  terms  agreed  upon.  The  bill  does  not  allege  the  insolvency 
of  the  defendant,  nor  show  any  injury  resulting  from  the  breach 
which  could  not  be  compensated  in  damages,  and  consequently 
makes  out  no  case  for  the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity. — 
We  think,  therefore,  that  the  motion  for  a  temporary  injunction, 
pending  the  appeal,  must  be  denied. 


WARE  ET  AL.  w.  COWLES, 

34    446 

/|^  ^^  1.  All  Mt  or  MLminion,  to  oonolvdo  a  parfy  from  afterwards  asaeriiiig  a 
Ills  m  rif ht»  muBt  be  plainly  incoDBiatent  with  that  right,  and  moat  hare  been 
acted  on  by  the  other  party ;  if  it  is  susceptible  of  two  constructions »  one 
of  which  is  consistent  with  that  right,  it  forms  no  estoppel. 
2.  The  mle  as  to  oontradieting  or  Tarying  a  written  instrument  by  parol 
proof,  obtains  with  the  same  force  in  equity  as  at  law.  Therefore,  where 
a  written  contract  recited  that  the  purchase  money  was  to  be  paid  on  a 
speeiSed  day,  and  that  the  vendor  was  to  make  titles  when  the  purchase 
money  was  settled  with  him,  and  no  fraud  or  mistalce  in  its  execution  was 
alleged,  it  was  held,  that  the  terms  of  the  oontract  oould  not  be  varied,  in 
equity,  by  proof  of  a  oontemporaneous  parol  agreement  that  the  purchase 
money  was  net  to  be  paid  on  the  day  speoifled,  but  was  to  await  a  settle- 
ment of  accounts  between  the  parties. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Macon, 
Heard  before  the  Hoq.  Jambs  B.  GhAMX. 
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Thib   bill  was  filed  by  tHo  ap^pellaiitB,  Robert  J**  Ware,* 
Arnold  Seales  and  Moses  Jones,  against Tbemas  M.  Gcfwk^y  Krh- 
a  speeifio  execation  of  a  oontract  aBcl  4n  iiijatctioii  i^ainst  att'i 
action  at  law.    It  alkges,  sabstanttally,  that  said  Oe^Wim^  rn  Hk^ 
Ml  of  1849,  by  verbal  contraet,  sold  oerCain  lands  to  said  Whirtj 
for  $1,250,  one  half  payable  on  the  Ist'of  Janifary,  ISSO,  «6d' 
the  other  half  on  the  first  of  January,  1851  ;  tMt  iff  April,' 
1850,  said  Ware  sold  said  lands  to  oomplainant  Sealee,  a^  ^ve 
him   a   bond  for  titles,  but  before  doing  so  ho  informed*  said- 
Seales  that  be  had  purchased  it  of  Cowles  under  4  ^«rbal  con- 
tract>  and  that  he  would  not  sell  it  to  him  unless  Oowles  reeOg- ' 
nized  said  verbal  contract;  that  thereupon  Ware  add  Sisafeet: 
called  on  Cowlee,  ^*  to  know  whether  he  had  mado  said  vetb&l 
contract,  and  whether  be  recognized  the  same^  and  whetlior  b^ 
was  then  willing  that  said  Ware  should  sell  said  lands  to  said- 
Seales" ;  that  said  Cowles  replied,  ^*  that  he  considered  said ' 
verbal  contract  a  binding  one,  and  agreed  that  said  Ware  tnighV 
sell  said  lands  to  said  Seales,  and  that  he  would  look  to  said 
Ware  for  the  said  purchase  money"  ;  that  in  June,  1850,  said 
verbal  contract  between  Ware  and' Cowles  was  reduced  tcS  wH- 
ting,  a  true  copy  of  which  writing  is  appended  to  the  b3l  -as  an 
exhibit,  and  is  alleged  to  be,  ^^  in  terms  and  language,  a  reitera-  ' 
tion  on  paper  of  said  verbal  contract";  that  said  Sealos  went' 
into  possession  of  said  lands  under  his  said  purchase,  and  after- 
wards  sold  them  to  said  Moses  Jones,  and  executed  to  him  a 
bond  for  titles ;  that  said  Jones  took  possession  under  his  pur- 
chase, and  has  erected  permanent  and  valuable  improvements  on' 
said  lands,  ^^  on  the  faith  of  said  purchase  by  said  Ware  from** 
said  Cowles,  and  by  said  Seales  from  said  Ware,  and  by  said 
Jones  from  said  Seales,  and  on  the  acquiescnce  of  the  said 
Cowles  in  his  said  sale  to  Ware,  and  on  bis  consent  that  said  ' 
Ware  should  sell  said  lands  to  said  Seales"  ;  that  payments  on  ' 
their  purchases  h^vo  been  made  both  by  Seales  and  Jones ;  that 
said  Cowlee,  at  the  time  said  verbal  contract  between  him  and 
Ware  was  entered  into,  and  when  it  was  reduced  to  writing, ' 
was  indebted  to  Ware  in  a  much  larger  sum  than  the  amount  6f' 
the  porchase  money  agreed  to  be  paid  by  Ware  for  said  Isinds', ' 
and  that  it  was  then  agreed  between  them  that  the  payment  of' 
the  purchase  money  should  await  a  settlement  of  their  accounts; 
that  Ware  repeatedly  applied  to  Cowles  for  a  sottlemeht  of  tbetr''' 

t 
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ibiMmis,  ^k&i  dowles  refined  to  indce;  ftnd  that  Ware  has 
iiow  inatitiiied  enite  in  the  Circuit  and  Chanbery  Courts  to  corn- 
el ft  setdeoMUt;  that  Ware  had  never  demanded  titles  of 
Coirles,  beoause,  as  he  conceived,  he  had  no  ri^t  to  do  so  until 
E  setttanani  of  iheir  tobbtihts  had  been  made ;  that  Cowles  has 
conmeioed  an  aeticn  at  law  against  iones,  to  recover  the  pes- 
sewoD  and  tigLlbe  titles  of  said  lands. 
.  The  tuayer  of  the  bill  is,  that  Cowles  be  decreed  to  execute 
titlei  to  said  landsj  and  th*t  he  be  ]>erpetuall7  enjoined  from 
the  fitrther  prdeeciition  of  said  action  at  law.  The  ccnteact 
between  Cowles  and  Ware,  as  reduced  to  writing  in  June,  1860| 
aadeiddbitedwiththelnU^is  as  follows: 

<<  I  hftte  sdd  to  Robert  3,  Ware  the  east  half  of  section 
tWteen  (18)^  township  fourteen  (14),  and  range  twenty-four 
(24),  in  Macon  County,  for  twelve  hundred  and  fifty  dollars, 
(11)250) ;  one  half  to  have  been  paid  Ist  of  January,  1860,  and 
the  remaining  hM  in  January,  1851;  and  for  which  I  am  to  exe- 
cute to  him  a  warrantee  title  when  the  above  amount  has  been 
settled  with  me.    June  8, 1850.        Thomas  M.  Cowles." 

The  Chancellor  dismissed  the  bill,  for  want  of  equity, 
without  prejudice  to  Jones's  right  of  filing  a  bill  against 
Cowles  for  his  improvements ;  and  this  decree  is  now  assigned 
for  enw* 

Bblseh  &  Rica,  for  appellants,  contended,  that  the  allega-  * 
tioos  <^  the  bill  made  out  a  clear  case  of  estoppel  against  Cowles, 
and  showed  that  he  ought  to  be  enjoined  from  proseouing  his 
aotioa  at  law  (Stone  v.  firittan,  12  Ala.  548 ;  Barnes  v.  Tay- 
lor,  28  ib.  265 ;  Matthews  v.  Bliss,  22  Pick.  48) ;  that  the 
terms  ^^  settled  with  me,"  used  in  the  written  contract,  do  not 
mean  a  payment  in  money,  but  ^'  accounted  with  me  on  settle- 
moit"  (Welbom  v.  Shepherd,  5  Ala.  674) ;  that  the  writing 
is  susceptible  of  two  meanings,  if  this  is  not  its  proper  construc- 
tion, and  therefore  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  in  what 
sense  the  words  were  used  (Hogsn  v.  Reyndds,  8  Ala.  68) ; 
that  complainants  do  not  rely  upon  any  parol  contemporaneous 
agreement,  but  upon  Cowles'  subsequent  acts  and  conduct, 
which  waives  and  destroys  bis  vendor's  lien  on  the  land  (Young 
V.  Wood,  11  B.  Men.  128 ;  Houston  v.  Stanton,  11  Ala.  422 ; 
9«ns  V.  Taylor,  28  Ate.  255;  Wallis  v.  Long,  16  Ab.  788 ; 
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Wenta  y.  Deharen,  1  Serg.  8c  R.  812 ;  Pinkard  v.  Ingem^l, 
11  Ala.  l7). 

N.  W.  Cocke,  contra. 

dOLDTHWAITE,  J,— Th«  first  qdeBfcioh  presented  aiJon 
the  record  ici)  whether,  upon  tho  caae  macle  by  ttie  bill,  Goidee 
was  estopped  from  asserting  bis  title  against  Seales  and  Jones. 
It  is  clear,  both  npon  principle  and  authority,  that  the  oondoet 
or  admission  which  concludes  a  party  must  be  plainly  ineon^ 
sistent  with  the  right  which  he  afterwards  sets  up.-^-Piekard 
Y.  Sears,  6  Add.  &  EL  469  ;  Co.  Litt.  352.  If  the  act  or 
admission  be  susceptible  of  two  construetioos,  one  of  which  is 
consistent  with  the  right,  the  party  would  not  be^oncluded  firon 
its  assertion,  because  to  do  so  might  operate  to  defeat  a  man's 
rights  by  argument  or  inference,  which  is  not  allowable  (Co. 
Litt.  852  b).  So,  too,  the  admission,  however  unequiyocal  it 
may  be,  will  not  operate  as  an  estoppel  unless  the  other  party 
has  acted  upon  it. — ^Heane  v.  Rogers,  9  B.  &  C.  577  ;  Wallit 
v.  Truesdell,  6  Pick.  445. 

In  the  case  before  us,  it  appears  that  the  only  objeet  of  the 
parties,  in  calling  upon  Cowles,  was  to  ascertain  if  he  would 
recognize  the  verbal  sale  whieh  he  had  previously  made  to 
Ware.  This  he  did,  and  consented  that  Ware  might  sell  the 
'  land  to  Seales,  and  that  he  would  look  to  the  former  for  the 
purchase  money.  Taking  all  the  facts  in  connection  with  each 
other,  we  are  by  no  means  certain  that  Cowles  intended  any 
thing  more  than  that  Ware  might  sell  the  land  in  the  same 
manner  as  he  might  have  done  had  the  agreement  been  in  wri- 
ting. The  bill  admits,  that  the  verbal  contract  was  the  same 
as  the  written  one  subsequently  entered  into ;  and  that  being 
the  case,  by  its  terms,  the  titles  were  not  to  be  made  until  the 
purchase  money  had  been  settled ;  and  it  would  be  unreasonable 
to  suppose  that  Cowles,  in  giving  bis  consent  to  Ware  to  sell, 
intended  to  change  the  agreement  in  one  of  its  substantial  terms. 
This  consent  might  as  well  refer  to  the  transfer  of  the  equitable 
title,  which  Ware  would  have  had  if  the  agreement  had  been 
put  in  writing ;  and  to  carry  it  further  would  be  to  create  an 
estoppel  by  inference.  We  say  nothing  as  to  the  discharge  of 
the  lien  upon  the  land,  b^auoe  we  do  not  cousider  that^ues- 
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tion  presented  upon  the  record,  as  it  is  not  charged  that  Sealed 
was  influenced  in  his  action,  as  to  the  buying  of  the  land,  by 
the  conduct  of  Cowles  in  agreeing  to  look  to  Ware  for  the  pur- 
chase money. 

If  we  could  allow  the  written  agreement,  made  between  Ware 
and  Cowles,  to  be  varied  by  parol  proof,  then  it  is  very  clear 
that  the  complainant,  if  not  entitled  to  a  specific  performance, 
woald  have  been  at  least  entitled  to  an  injunction  until  the 
settlement  of  accounts  between  Ware  and  Cowles;  but  the  rule 
as  to  contradicting  or  varying  a  written  instrument  by  parol 
evidence,  obtains  with  the  same  force  in  equity  as  at  law. — 
Bank  of  Mount  Pleasant  v.  Sprigg,  14  Peters  201.  The  agree- 
ment is  certain  upon  its  face ;  the  bill  charges  neither  fraud 
nor  mistake  in  its  execution ;  and  its  terms  could  not,  therefore, 
be  permitted  to  be  changed  by  proof  of  a  parol  contemporaneous 
agreement,  that  the  purchase  money  was  not  to  be  paid  at  the 
time  specified  in  the  written  contract,  but  to  await  a  settlement 
of  accounts  between  the  parties.  Ware  cannot  call  upon  the  court 
to  aid  him,  because  he  has  not  complied,  nor  offered  to  comply 
with  the  agreement  on  his  part ;  and  his  assignees,  so  far  as  a 
specific  performance  is  concerned,  stand  in  no  better  ccmdition 
than  himself;  and  Cowles  not  being  concluded  by  his  consent 
that  Ware  might  sell,  the  other  parties  are  not  entitled  to  an 
injunction  generally.  Jones  may  have  a  separate  claim  for  his 
improvements,  and  the  decree  of  the  Chancellor  was  without 
prejudice  to  the  assertion  of  that  claim. 

The  decree  must  be  affirmed,  the  appellants  paying  the  costs 
of  this  court. 


JONES  v^.  GRAHAM. 

1 .  The  second  section  of  the  net  of  1848,"  to  provide  for  the  appointment  of 
inBpectorvandphysieiaDs  of  the  peniteBtitry*"  conftnupoa  the  leMM  and 
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inspectors  jointly  the  power  of  appointing  the  physician;  if  the  lessee  falls 
to  appoint  within  three  days  after  the  happening  of  a  yacancy,  the  inspec- 
tors alone  may  fill  the  place :  bat  if  the  lessee  makes  a  nomination  within 
such  three  days,  which  is  rejected  by  the  inspectors,  he  has  a  reasonable 
time  (not  exceeding  three  days)  after  the  rejeotion,  within  which  to  make 
another  nomination ;  an  appointment  by  the  inspectors  alone,  before  the 
expiration  of  three  days  after  the  rejection,  is  void,  and  confers  no  au- 
thority on  their  appointee. 
2.  Where  the  plaintiiF's  erldence  is  all  set  out  in  his  bill  of  exceptions,  and 
shows  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  recoTer,  the  judgment  in  faTor  of  the  de- 
fendant will  not  be  reyersed,  on  error  or  appeal,  no  matter  what  may 
haye  been  the  rulings  of  the  court  below. 

Appeal  from  tho  Circuit  Court  of  Coosa. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Nat.  Cook. 


Assumpsit  by  Nathaniel  S.  Jones  against  John  G.  Grahaui) 
who  was  the  lessee  of  the  penitentiary  during  the  years  1848 
and  1849,  to  recover  the  salary  which  plaintiff  claimed  to  be 
due  him  as  physician  of  the  penitentiary  during  those  years. — 
It  is  unnecessary  to  notice  particularly  the  several  rulings  of 
the  court  to  which  the  assignments  of  error  relate,  as  they  are 
not  material  to  an  understanding  of  the  opinion. 

Elmore  &  Yancey,  for  appellant. 

White  &  Parsons,  and  N.  S.  Graham,  contra. 

CHILTON,  C.  J.— By  the  second  section  of  the  act  "  To 
provide  for  the  appointment  of  inspectors  and  physicians  for 
the  penitentiary,"  approved  Feb.  3rd,  1848,  "the  physician 
of  the  penitentiary  shall  be  appointed  by  the  lessee,  with  the 
adyice  and  consent  of  the  inspectors;  and  the  inspectors 
sball  haye  power  to  remove  any  physician,  at  all  times,  for 
incompetency,  or  neglect  of  his  duties  as  such  physician;  and 
when  any  vacancy  occurs  in  the  office  of  physician,  which  is 
not  filled  by  the  lessee  as  herein  provided,  within  three 
days  after  the  happening  of  such  vacancy,  the  inspectors 
shall,  on  the  fourth  day,  proceed  to  fill  such  vacancy." 

It  appears  that,  under  the  provision  above  copied,  Gra- 
ham, the  defendant,  on  the  5th  day  of  February,  1848,  ap- 
pointed Dr.  A.  R.  Hutchinson  to  be  the  physician  to  the 
penitentiai^y ;  said  Graham  then  being  lessee  thereof.    The 
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board  of  inspectors,  tHdii  being  in  session,  were  advised  of 
said  appointment,  and  adjourned  until  the  8th  of  February, 
at  which  time  the  board  agai<i  met,  and  by  resolution  refused 
to  consent  to  the  same. 

The  board  met  again  on  the  12th  of  February,  1848,  and 
the  lessee  appointed  Dr.  T.  W.  Mason  to  be  the  physician  ; 
but  a  ms^ority  of  the  board  refused  to  consent  to  his  appoint- 
ment, which,  it  appears  from  his  evidence,  was  made  on  the 
10th  of  February,  two  days  before  the  board  rejected  it.  A 
majority  of  the  board  of  inspectors  then,  viz.,  on  the  12th  of 
February,  proceeded  to  elect  the  plaintiff.  Doctor  Jones,  as 
physician  for  the  penitentiary,  setting  forth  in  their  resolu- 
tion, that  the  lessee  had  failed  to  make  an  appointment  which 
met  the  approval  of  said  board,  and  that  the  three  days  al- 
lowed him  in  which  to  make  such  appointment  had  expired. 

The  main  question  to  be  decided  by  us  is,  whether  the 
board  of  inspectors  had  the  right,  on  the  12th  of  February, 
1848,  upon  the  rejection  of  Doctor  Mason,  who  was  appointed 
on  the  10th,  to  proceed  and  elect  a  physician,  independently 
of  the  lessee. 

It  is  quite  clear,  we  think,  that  the  object  of  the  second 
section  of  the  act  above  referred  to  was,  to  confer  upon  the 
lessee  and  the  inspectors,  jointly,  the  power  to  select  the 
physician  for' the  penitentiary;  providing,  however,  for  filling 
the  place  by  the  inspectors  alone,  if  the  lessee  should  fail  to 
appoint  within  three  days  after  the' happening  of  a  vacancy. 
By  failing  to  make  such  appointment,  the  lessee  would  waive 
his  right  to  do  so  after  three  days  had  elapsed,  and  then  it 
might  properly  be  exercised  by  the  inspectors  alone. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  that 
the  act  was  designed  to  prevent  a  struggle  between  the  les- 
see and  inspectors,  in  relation  to  the  appointment  of  a  physi- 
cian, which  might  prove  injurious  to  the  sick  ;  but  we  think 
this  is  a  partial  view  of  its  object,  and,  if  the  construction 
contended  for  be  correct,  that  the  inspectors,  by  refusing  to 
assent  to  any  appointment  made  by  the  lessee  witJiin 
three  days  from  the  happening  of  a  vacancy,  should  thereby 
possess  the  power  of  appointing  over  his  head,  it  would  con- 
duce to  bring  about  the  very  struggle,  at  least  for  three  days, 
which  the  counsel  think  it  was  intended  to  prevent* 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TERM>  1854. 45$ 

Jonee  t.  Graham. 

We  repeat,  the  object  was  to  obtain  the  concurrence  of 
both  the  lessee  and  inspectors  in  making  the  appointment ; 
and  if  one  was  made  by  the  lessee  within  three  days  after  the 
office  became  vacant^  the  inspec^Drs  did  not,  by  his  rejection, 
thereby  entitle  themselves  to  act  independently  of  the  lessee; 
bnt  the  latter  had  a  reasonable  time,  after  his  rejection,  not 
exceeding  three  days,  within  which  to  make  another  appoint- 
ment. Indeed,  the  evidence  introduced  by  the  plaintiff,  as 
shown  in  his  bill  of  exceptions,  being  copies  from  the  min- 
utes of  the  proceedings  of  the  board  of  inspectors  in  refer- 
ence to  these  appointments,  furnishes  on  the  part  of  said 
board,  a  practical  concession  of  the  lessee's  right  to  nomi- 
nate after  the  expiration  of  tliree  days  from  the  time  the  va- 
cancy first  occurred  ;  for  more  than  three  days  elapsed  be- 
tween the  period  of  Hutchinson's  rejection  and  the  action  of 
the  board  on  Mason's  appointment.  The  fact  that  the  inspectors 
did  act  on  the  appointment  of  Mason,  aside  from  his  positive 
proof  that  he  was  appointed  by  Graham  on  the  10th  of  Feb- 
ruary, shows  that  three  days  had  not  intervened  between  the 
rejection  of  the  nomination  of  Doctor  Hutchinson  and  the 
appointment  of  Doctor  Mason. 

Such  being  our  view  of  the  proper  construction  of  this 
statute,  it  follows,  that  as  the  board  of  inspectors  proceeded 
immediately,  on  Mason's  rejection,  to  appoint  the  plaintiff 
Jones,  thereby  affording  the  lessee  no  opportunity  of  making 
another  appointment,  and  there  being  no  evidence  in  the 
record  showing  that  Graham  ever  recognized  his  appoint- 
ment, or  called  for  his  services  as  physician  in  the  peniten- 
tiary, his  appointment  was  void,  and  conferred  upon  him  no 
anthority  to  act. 

This  view  is  decisive  of  the  whole  case,  as  the  facts  show 
by  the  plaintiff  in  his  bill  of  exceptions,  and  which  are  not 
controverted,  clearly  show  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover, and  the  court  would  have  been  justified  in  charging  the 
jury,  that  the  procedings  of  the  board  of  inspectors,  as 
given  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff  from  their  book  of  entries, 
show  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  since  his 
appointment  by  the  inspectors,  without  the  concurrence  of 
the  lessee,  under  the  circumstances,  was  void. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  sets  out  all  the  evidence  ;  and  there 
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was  none  conducing  to  show  that  Jones,  the  plaintiff,  con- 
tinued to  act  after  his  time  had  expired  as  penitentiary  physi- 
cian, in  virtue  of  his  old  appointment.  It  says,  he  was  the 
physician  of  the  penitentiary  for  the  two  years  preceeding 
the  5th  day  of  February,  1848,  and  had  not  resigned  or  been 
removed,  and  that  upon  his  election  on  the  12th  of  Febm- 
ary,  1848,  he  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties,  and 
continued  to  discharge  them  until  the  18th  of  February, 
1848.  We  repeat,  that  there  is  no  proof  conducing  to  show 
that  he  acted  by  the  request,  or  with  the  approbation  of  the 
lessee,  and  consequently,  no  evidence  to  fix  any  liability  on 
the  lessee  to  pay  for  his  services,  if  he  rendered  any,  after 
the  5th  of  February,  1848  ;  so  that,  deriving  no  right  from 
his  appointment,  made  on  the  12th  of  February,  1848,  the 
plaintiff,  by  his  own  showing,  is  not  entitled  to  recover.— 
Such  being  the  case,  he  has  sustained  no  injury  from  the  sev- 
eral supposed  errors  of  which  he  complains. 

The  rule  is  well  settled,  that  when  it  is  obvious,  from  the 
proof  furnished  by  the  plaintiff  himself,  that  he  is  not  enti- 
tled to  recover,  no  matter  what  may  be  the  ruling  of  the 
court  in  respect  to  other  matters  involved  in  the  cause,  this 
court  will  not  reverse  a  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
defendant.— Turcott  v.  Hull,  8  Ala.  522;  Smith  v.  Houston, 
ib.  737  ;  Donley  v.  Camp,  22  ib.  659.  It  is  unnecessary, 
therefore,  for  us  to  inquire  into  the  errors  which  have  been 
assigned  as  to  the  exclusion  of  the  evidence  and  the  charge 
given,  Ac.  ^ 

We  would  observe,  that  the  facts  presented  by  the  record  ' 
now  before  us,  are  quite  different  from  those  preaented  when 
the  case  was  before  this  court  at  a  previous  term,  as  reg^ards 
the  appointment  of  Doctor  Jones. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  record  of  which  the  appellant  can 
complain,  and  the  ju(]^ment  is  consequently  affirmed. 
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DAVIS  vs.  CALHOUN. 

1.  When  a  cause  is  removed  to  the  Circuit  Court  by  certiorari^  it  should  not 
there  be  dismissed  on  account  of  a  defect  in  the  bond,  unless  the  appellant 
fails  or  refVises,  when  required,  to  make  a  good  one. 

Ebuob  to  the  (Mrcuit  Court  of  Talladega. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Nat.  Cook. 

J.  J.  Woodward,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
White  &  Parsons,  contra. 

LIGON,  J. — This  case  originated  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  and  was  removed  to  the  Circuit  Court  by  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari.  The  certiorari  was  there  dismissed,  on  motion  *^  for 
irregularities."  On  inspecting  the  record,  we  perceive  that 
the  condition  of  the  bond  for  a  certiorari  materially  differs 
from  that  required  by  the  statute  ;  but  the  certiorari  should 
not  have  been  dismissed  for  this  cause,  unless  the  party  in 
whose  favor  it  issued  should  fail  or  refuse,  when  required  to 
do  so,  to  make  a  good  bond.  This  record  does  not  show  that 
the  court  below  ever  made  such  a  requisition,  or  gave  him 
any  opportunity  to  make  a  good  bond. — McLellan  v.  Allison, 
19  Ala.  671  ;  Carter  v.  Pickard,  11  ib.  673. 

Let  the  judgment  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


McNeill  and  FORNISS  vs.  easley,  Adm'r. 

1.  When  one  makes  a  demand  as  agent  of  another,  reasonable  CTidencc  of 
his  authority  may  be  required;  but  if  the  party  fails  to  do  this,  and  rests 
hiB  refusal  on  the  ground  of  right  in  himself,  he  cannot  afterwards  object 
to  his  want  of  knowledge  of  the  agent's  authority. 

9-    If  the  owner  take  possession  of  a  hired  slaye,  when  there  baa  been  no  vir 
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olntion  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  hirer,  he  loses  his  right  to  hire  ; 
if  he  refuses  to  deliyer  the  slaye  on  demand,  the  fact  that  he  afterw&rda 
sends  him  awaj  alone,  with  directions  to  return  to  the  hirer  (which  in- 
structions the  slave  disobeys,  and  runs  away),  does  not  excuse  the  reftual. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Marengo. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  George  D.  Shortridge. 

Assumpsit  by  Anselm  B.  Easley,  as  administrator  of  George 
W.  Law,  deceased)  against  the  defendants  in  error,  on  a  prom- 
issory note,  which  was  proved  to  have  been  given  for  the  hire  of 
a  slave.     The  defendants  proved  by  Charles  McNeill,  who  was 
a  son  of  the  defendant  to  whom  the  slave  was  hired,  that  the  slaye 
ran  away  from  his  father  before  the  expiration  of  his  term  of 
hire,  and  witness,  who  lived  in  plaintiff's  immediate  neighbor- 
hood, was  authorized  by  his  father  to  bring  home  said  slave  if 
he  could  find  him ;  that  he  found  the  slave  at  plaintiff's  house, 
and  demanded  him  of  plaintiff,  who  refused  to  deliver  him,  say- 
ing  that  he  had  reason  to  believe  that  the  slave  had  been  treated 
with  inhumanity,  and  that  he  must  have  an  interview  with  wit- 
ness'  father,  or  his  overseer,  before  he  would  surrender  the 
slave.     It  was  also  proved  that  McNeill  sent  another  son  to 
plaintiff  a  few  days  afterwards,  who  told  plaintiff  that  he  came 
as  agent  of  his  father,  and  demanded  the  slave ;  that  plaintiff 
said,  he  had  told  said  slave  to  return  to  defendant,  and  that  the 
slave  had  left  his  residence  under  such  instructions.     It  was 
also  proved  that  the  slave,  instead  of  returning  to  defendant  as 
directed,  ran  away.     Plaintiff  then  introduced  a  witness,  who 
testified,  that,  on  the  day  before  Charles  McNeill  demanded  the 
slave  of  plaintiff,  witness  had  the  slave  in  his  possession,  having 
captured  him  as  a  runaway;  that  he  offered  to  return  the  slave 
to  said  Charles  whilst  at  plaintiff's  gate,  and  said  Charles 
declined  to  take  him  ;  that  witness  then  left  the  slave  at  plain- 
tiS^s  house,  he  being  absent  from  home  at  the  time. 

'^  The  court  charged  the  jury,  among  other  things,  that,  if 
plaintiff  was  informed  of  the  fact  that  Charles  HcNcill  had 
declined  to  receive  said  slave,  when  an  offer  had  been  made  to 
surrender  him,  before  he  was  left  at  plaintiff's  house,  he  might 
well  doubt  the  agency  of  said  Charles,  and  refuse  t»  deliver  the 
slave  to  him  when  called  upon,  if  there  was  no  other  proof  of 
the  agency  of  said  Charles  than  his  own  declaration  to  that  effect. 
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"The  c&tEtt  hnrtber  charged  fhe  jury,  Aat,  if  plaintiif 
mlered  the  slave  to  return  to  defendant's  house,  honesfl]^ 
belieying  that  the  slav^  treold  do  so,  and  that  the  dlare  had 
left  his  premises  accordingly  before  the  second  demand  was 
made,  that  was  a  sufficient  excuse  for  his  not  being  able  to 
deliver  him  when  called  upon  the  second  time." 

The  defendants  below  excepted  to  both  these  charges,  and 
they  now  assign  the  same  for  error. 

William  M.  Brooks,  for  plaintifb  in  error. 
William  M.  Bvan,  cmUnt. 

OOLDTHWAITE,  J.— When  one  makes  a  demand  a« 
agent  of  another,  reasonable  evidence  of  authority  may  be 
required ;  bat  if  the  party  fails  to  do  this,  and  rests  his  rdTosal 
on  the  groand  of  right  in  himself,  he  cannot  afkerwards  eb^t 
to  the  want  of  knowledge  on  his  part  of  the  authority  of  the 
agent. — Spence  v.  Mitchell,  9  Ala.  744 ;  Dowd  v.  Wadsworth, 
2  Dev.  Law  1£8,  185 ;  West  v.  Tapper,  1  Bail.  198.  The 
first  charge  was  erroneoas. 

Neither  can  the  second  charge  be  sustained.  There  ie  an 
implied  stipulation  on  the  part  of  every  bailee  of  a  slave  fbr 
hire,  that  he  will  treat  him  with  humanity ;  and  if  he  faUs  to 
do  so,  it  is  a  violation  of  the  bailment  on  Ms  part.  It  is  equally 
certain,  that  if  the  bailor  takes  possession  of  the  slave,  when 
there  has  been  no  violation  of  the  contract  by  the  other  party, 
he  loses  his  right  to  hire,  upon  a  familiar  principle  of  the  law  of 
contracts.— Perry  V.  Hewlett,  5  P.  818.  The  bailee  of  the 
slave  was  entitled  to  his  services  for  the  term,  and  the  bailor 
was  no  more  entitled  to  retain  him  after  demand  made,  than  to 
have  taken  him  into  possessi^  before  the  term  of  the  hire  had 
terminated.  Had  he  retamed  the  slaye,  and  the  bailee  received 
him  back,  the  latter  wouM  be  held  to  have  waived  the  fbrmer 
breadi.  This,  however,  was  not  dcme  :--4  seosad  demaad  is 
made ;  and  the  bailor  sets  up  as  a  legitimate  eiccuae  fbr  faiBng 
to  comply  with  this  demand,  the  fad  that  he  had  sent  the  alava 
oir  by  himself,  with  directions  to  return  to  the  person  he  had  Irat 
afim  days  before  ran  away  fi^om.  This  was  aa  act,  whiefa^ 
under  the  circumstances,  instead  of  eflteting  the  realaratiim  of 
the  slave  to  the  party  entitled  to.  hia  letvifMi^  ifeiklpiateU^ 
80 
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«8  it  did  ID  fact^  preyent  th^t  result.    The  charge  upon  this 
point  was  erroneous. 
The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


SALMONS  vs.  ROUNDTREE, 

L  Defendant  in  execution  agped  to  j^,  in  compromifle  and  flstiafactioa  of 
the  judgment  against  him,  a  certain  sum  in  money  and  the  costs  of  a  claim 
soit  then  pending ;  but  when  the  suit  was  called  in  court  the  next  morning, 

'  he  refbsed  to  pay  or  to  conite  judgment  for  the  costs,  and  denied  thsEt  be 
hid  pronrfsed  to  do  so;  the  suit  was  not  then  dlendssed,  but  at  a  sobseqnemt 
ttrm  a  trial  wa^  bad,  which  resulted  in  a  verdict  for  the  claimant ;  plaintiff 
In  execution  having  paid  the  .costs,  and  brought  suit  on  the  contract,  the 
court  charged  the  jury,  "  that  if  defendant,  in  consideration  of  plalntilFs 
entering  sstisfiu^on  of  the  judgment,  or  with  a  view  to  benefit  the  claimant^ 
undertook  to  pay  said  costs,  and,  when  the  oaose  was  called  up,  refined  to 

/Mad  hiinaelf  therefor,  the  plidntiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  costs  which 
h^  accrued  up  to  the  time  he  so  refused" :  Held,  that  tiiere  was  no  error  in 
the  charge  of  which  defendant  could  complain. 

t,'  A  party  cannot  Compbdo  of  a  charge,  which,  when  conttmed  with  refer- 
inoeio  tiie  evidence,  is  too  tarofMe  to  him,  or  is  without  ii^ury. 

^  When  the  biU  of  exceptions  sets  out  all  the  evidence,  an  erroneous  affirm- 
.  at|ve  charge,  which  is  shown  to  be  abstract,  fiimishes  no  ground  of  reverssL 

EnnoB  to  the  Circuit  .Court  of  Hadison. 
Tried  before ihe  Hon.  Thomas  A.  Walkeb. 

AasmiPSIT  by  Seaborn  J.  Roundtree  against  Grove  Sabur 
6ns,  for  the  non-performance  of  an  agreement  to  the  follow- 
ing offect:  In  consideration  of  plaintiff's  giving  a  receipt  in 
lull  aatts&cfion  of  a  certain  judgment  which  he  held  against 
defendant,  the  latter  promised  to  pay  him  a  certain  sum  in 
modey,  and  to  pay  the  costs  of  a  claim  suit  then  pending  be- 
tween plaintiff  and  one  Turner.  The  pleas  were,  nan  a«- 
sumpmiy  payment,  no  consideration,  set-off,  failure  of  eonsid- 
oration,  and  accord  and  satisfaction.  The  facts  of  the  case 
iEre  stated  at  kAgtbuia  ibe  opinioot 
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Brickbll  &  Oabakibs,  and  Bobiubon  &  Jones,  for  plaiii>^ 
tiff  in  error. 
0.  0.  Clay,  Jr.,  and  J.  W.  Clay,  contra. 

CHILTON  C.  J.— Roandtree  &  Baldwin,  having  oMamed 
a  judgment  in  the  County  Conrt  of  Madison  against  Salmons, 
for  $626  48  debt,  and  $92  69  costs  of  suit,  caused  an  execu- 
tion to  issue,  which  was  levied  on  certain  property,  which  wa0 
claimed  by  one  Turner,  who  put  in  his  claim  under  the  statute. 

The  proof  conduced  to  show,  that,  while  said  dafan  was  pen^ 
ding,  Salmons  went  to  one  Rogers,  a  witness,  and  requested 
him  to  use  his  influence  with  Roundtree,  to  effect  a  compromise 
of  his  indebtedness  to  Roundtree,  who  was  then  autfaoriied  to 
settle  the  demand;  the  witness  refused  to  intertoe,  unleea 
Salmons  would  agree  to  pay  the  cost  of  the  claim  suit,  whidi 
was  then  pending  for  trial  m  the  Circuit  Conrt  of  Madison, 
which  was  in  session ;  Salmons  replied,  that  he  was  willing  to 
pay  the  costs ;  Rogers  then  went  to  Roundtree,  and  advised 
him  to  compromise  the  judgment.  Thereupon  Roundtree  a&d 
Salmons  had  a  settlement,  but  not  in  the  presence  of  witness ; 
but  both  parties  informed  the  witness,  that  Salmons,  in  saitis* 
faction  of  the  judgment,  had  agreed  to  give  Roundtlree  his  note 
for  $276  88,  due  Ist^of  January,  1848,  to  pay  $800  m  cash,  to 
pay  Mrs.  Milly  Tate  $100,  and  to  pay  all  the  costs  of  the 
claim  suit,  which  was  to  be  dismissed. 

Said  witness,  Rogers,  testified,  that  the  claim  suit  waa 
reached  on  the  docket  the  next  morning,  when  Salmons  refused 
to  pay  or  to  confess  judgment  for  the  cost  of  the  claim  suit| 
and  denied  that  he  had  promised  so  to  do ;  that  Salmons  ad- 
mitted to  witness  afterwards,  that  he  had  not  paid  $2&  of  tiie 
$800  which  he  had  agreed  to  pay,  and  that  he  had  never  paid 
the  $100  to  Mrs.  Milly  Tate. 

It  appears,  that  the  clahn  suit  was  not  dismissed,  but  waa 
tried  upon  its  merits  at  a  subsequent  term,  and  there  was  a 
verdict  and  judgment  in  favor  of  the  claimant. 

There  was  evidence  tending  to  show,  that  some  paymentihad 
been  made  upon  the  judgment  anterior  to-the  compromise,  and 
that  at  that  time  the  costs  of  the  claim  suit  amounted  to  $124, 
but  the  final  costs  amounted  to  $246.  The  judgment  of 
Roundtree  &  Baldwin  had  never  been  eredited,  anterior  to  the 
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eont^roHise^  wilh  any  vom.  Upon  the  settlemeDt^  it  sppettrs 
that  Roandtree  executed  a  receipt  to  Sahnons  againet  the  jiid|^ 
ment. 

This  being  substantially  the  proof,  the  defendant  asked  the 
$oag%  to  charge  the  jarj,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
reooT0r  any  part  of  tiie  oosta  of  the  claim  soit,  if  they  believed 
that.it  was  prosecuted  after  the  cooapromise  and  settlement 
above  alluded  to*  The  court  refused  this  charge  as  asked,  and 
toM.  the  ioacjj  ^^that  if  the  defsndanty  in  consideration  of  tha 
plaiptiff  iu  execution  enteriiig  satisfaction  of  the  judgment|  or 
with  a  iri^w  to  ben^  Turner^  undertook  to  pay  said  costs,  and 
wlMk  the  cause  was  called  up  refosed  to  bind  himself  therefor, 
tkelb  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recorer  the  costs  which  had 
SMrued  up  to  the  time  he  so  refused."  This  refusal  to  charge, 
irith  the  qualification  given  by  the  court,  is  assigned  for  error* 
.  T^  evidence  conduced  to  show,  that  Salmons  bad  agreed  to 
pay  the  cost  of  the  claim  suit;  but  when  the  case  was  called  up 
f^ext.  meraing  in  conrt,  he  refused  to  pay  it,  or  to  confess  judg- 
Bifipt  fef  it|  and  denied  that  he  was  bound  to  do  so.  We  under-* 
Staiicl  by  this  language  of  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that  the  de* 
fcbdant  in  the  execution,  Salmons,  denied  not  only  that  he  was 
upder  any  obligation  to  confess  judgment  for  the  cost,  but  also 
d^i^  that  he  was  under  any  obligation  to  pay  the  same ;  in 
otter  words,  that  he  repudiated  this  part  of  his  undertaking 
when  called  on  for  its  performance* 

Now  we  miiy  concede,  with  tt«e  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
tor^  that  th^  dismissal  of  the  claim  suit  by  Roundtree,  and  the 
-ptffmant  of  the  costs  thereof  by  Salmons,  were,  by  the  agree- 
lAiot  as  detailed  by  the  witness,  Rogers,  to  be  cotemporaneous 
l4tS|  tb<  oqe  d^psndent  on  the  other ;  still,  if  Salmons,  at  the 
time  when  be  was  to  have  performed  his  part  of  the  agreement, 
refused  to  do  so,  not  because  the  suit  was  not  dismissed,  but  on 
tbe  grotnd  that  he  was  under  no  obligation  or  promise  to  pay, 
.we  think  it  very  clear  that  he  can  take  no  advantage  of  hia 
own  wrong,  and  .be  heard  to  object  that  the  suit  was  not  dis.- 
tailsedi  By  his  wron^ul  act  be  prevented  the  dismissal,  and 
the  most  tibat  he  cm  claim  is,  that  he  should  not  be  placed  in  a 
.irfttse  coadition  than  if  the  suit  had  then  been  dismissed ;  in 
^th^r  wei^ds^  that  he  should  pay  no  more  of  Uie  cost  than  hia 
^«9meiB|tre^ed  hiii^  to  pay« 
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It  is  furtbor  oljeoted  to  the  okarge,  that  the  coQtt  pltu^ed  the 
plaiDtiff's  ri^t  to  recover  upon  tha  groDind  tini  Salmons  ^^re*- 
fuaed  to  bind  biniself  for  the  cost/^  after  agre^g  to  pay  i^^  ftou 
We  imderataod  the  court  to  mean  by  this,  that  if  the  jfury  he* 
lieved  SalmiODe  refased  to  acknowledge  his  liability  to  pay,  ot 
rather  deaied  that  be  had  premised  to  pay  iJb.  The  charge  nosi 
be  construed  with  reference  to  tbe  teatunooy ;  and  as  deno 
vas  no  proof  that  Salmons  had  agreed  to  confess  judgment  lor 
tbe  cost,  the  reasouable  infcarenoe  from  the  bill  of  exaespiiofm  is, 
that  the  privilege  of  confessing  jad^nent  was  tendered  -faatt 
upon  bis  refusal  of  payment.  Although  thechaige  is  eertainlof 
very  badly  WiOrded,  we  must  intend  that  the  ^'refiisal  to  bind  bim* 
self  for  the  cost''  bad  reference  to  Salmons'  denial  of  his  prom« 
ise  to  pay,  of  which  tihere  was  evidence,  and  not  to  bis  refusal 
to  conCeas  judgment,  wbieh,  aocordaog  to  the  proof,  fbmad. no 
part  of  the  agreement.  It  is  further  insiatod,  diat  the  charge 
re&rredthe  consideration,  of  Salmons'  agreement  to  pay  tka 
cost,  in  the  alternatiye,  either  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jadg« 
ment  by  Roundtree,  or  to  benefit  Turner ;  and  that  the  jury 
may  have  found  upon  the  latt^  consideration,  wbieh  is  not  a 
good  one  to  support  Salmona'  undertaUng  to  pay  Ae  4ebt  of 
another  for  which  he  was  in  do  wise  bound.  In  respooae  to  this 
objection,  we  need  only  say,  that  the  court  went  beyond  tha 
proof,  in  making  the  benefit  to  Turner  any  part  of  tbo  consider^ 
ataon,  and  as  to  that  portion  of  the  diarge,  it  was  abstract;  but 
the  proof  showed  that  she  compromise  and  ssflisfaction  of  the 
judgment  and  dismissal  of  the  claim  suit,  the  said  Salmoni 
paying  the  cost  thereof,  was  the  true  consideration,  and  albont 
this  there  was  no  conffiet  in  tlie  eyidence;  referring  the  dhai^ 
then  to  the  proof,  it  is  too  clear  to  admit  of  doubt,  iAiit,  altbosj^ 
a  portion  of  it  was  aibatract,  it  could  not  possibly  have  woiked 
saj  injury  to  tiie  plaintifif  in  ecrer.  Tbe  rule  is,  that  crrot 
and  injury  must  ooocur  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  reversal  of 
the  judgment.  It  results  from  what  we  have  said,  tbaft  there 
was  no  error  in  refusing  the  charge  as  asked,  nor  in  the  quaUfi'i 
cation  given  by  the  court,  which  can  avail  the  plaintiff. 

We  come  next  to  consider  the  second  diarge,  wfaicb  was^ 
"that  if,  at  the  time  of  said  settlement,  there  wae  onty 
$860  due  on  said  judgment,  then  the  promise  to  pay  more  thaii 
that  balance  was  without  ocmiidesatioa  and  void|  aM  tlie  plak« 
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tiff  ooald  ODly  reoorer  that  sum."  This  the  oonrt  gave,  but 
qualified  it  by  saying,  that,  if  an  exeeation  had  been  levied  on 
a  negro  as  the  property  of  Salmons,  and  Tamer  had  claimed 
said  property  under  the  statute,  in  said  claim  suit,  then  the 
promise  of  Salmons  to  pay  the  cost  of^the  claim  suit  was  up(» 
a  good  consideration,  and  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover 
the  costs  which  had  accrued  up  to  and  during  the  term  of  the 
court  when  the  costs  should  have  been  paid  (February  term, 
1847),  altiiough  it  amounted  to  more  than  $860.  By  this 
diarge,  the  court  appears  to  take  a  partial  view  of  the  agree- 
ment as  shown  by  the  proof,  and  concerning  which,  as  we  have 
said,  there  was  no  conflicting  evidence.  It  was  not  proper  to 
sever  and  divide  up  the  consideration,  making  the  satis&ction  of 
the  judgment  tiie  consideration  for  the  notes  and  undertaking  of 
Salmtms  to  pay  $100  to  Mrs.  Tate,  leaving  the  dismissal  of  the 
claim  suit  the  isolated  consideration  for  the  undertaking  to  pay 
the  cost.  On  the  other  hand,  the  agreement  of  Salmons  to  pay 
the  cost  was  based  upon  the  undertaking  of  Roundtree  both  to 
ntisfy  the  judgment  and  dismiss  the  daim  suit ;  and  this  con- 
sideration was  not  only  a  detriment  to  the  plaintiff,  Roundtree, 
but  a  benefit  to  Salmons ;  so  that,  applying  the  rules  above 
laid  down,  both  the  charge  and  the  quaMcation  were  erroneous; 
the  charge,  because  it  allowed  only  a  recovery  for  tiie  sum  due 
on  the  judgment  to  be  satisfied,  without  any  compensation  for 
the  detriment  to  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  his  dismissing  the 
claim  suit ;  the  qualifioati<m,  because  it  is  not  only  abstract,  as 
predicated  upon  facts  outside  of  the  proof,  but  as  resting  the 
ri^t  of  recovery,  as  to  the  cost,  upon  an  isdated  portion  of  the 
consideration.  Both  the  charge  and  qualification,  however,  re- 
•triet  the  plaintiff's  rij^t  of  recovery,  and,  when  considered 
with  reference  to  the  proof,  were  too  favorable  for  the  defendant 
betow.  These  errors  could  not  have  been  prejudicial  to  Safaa- 
ens,  as  they  imposed  restrictions  on  the  plaintiff's  right  to  re- 
oover,  net  warranted  by  the  proof.  We  cannot,  therefcve, 
reverse  on  account  of  them* 

It  is  supposed,  finally,  that  the  court  erred  in  allowing  a 
rseovery  for  the  costs  which  accrued  during  the  February  term 
of  the  -daim  suit,  when  it  should  have  been  dismissed  •  But  all 
the  proof  is  set  out,  and  this  does  not  show  that  any  coat 
aoeraed  pendmg  the  tern,  after  it  was  called  up  and  the  defeoA- 
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ant  below  refused  to  pay  it,  or  admit  his  liability  to  do  bo.  *  If 
the  bill  of  exceptions  was  silent  as  to  the  proof,  as  this  is  an 
affirmatiTe  charge,  we  should  be  compelled  to  presume  that  threre 
was  proof  on  which  to  predicate  it,  and  to  hold  that  it  waff  £»« 
tally  erroneous  ;  but  the  error  is  cured  by  its  being  shown  to  be 
abstract,  and  as  it  could  not  have  misled  the  jury  for  want  of 
facts  to  which  they  could  apply  it,  it  likewise  is  error  withoQi 
injury. 
Let  tlie  judgment  be  a&med. 


BROWN  vs.  JONES. 

L  A  written  eontraoi  of  sale)  o(Hitauiing  »  warranty  of  aoondneflSy  is  the  high- 
est and  best  evidence  of  that  warranty,  and  as  socb  admissible  to  prove  it,  in 
asnanpnt  for  its  breach,  although  the  consideratio  n  averred  in  the  declara^ 
tion  is  a  certain  som  of  money,  while  that  expressed  in  the  written  contraet 
is  defendant's  acesptaaoe  for  ihatftmn. 

L  In  a$fttmp$it  for  breach  of  waixaQifcy  of  the  soaadneBB  of  a  hersSi  whielit 
became  blind  within  a  month  after  the  sale,  a  charge  based  up<m  the  condi* 
tion  of  his  eyes  at  the  time  of  sale,  is  abstract,  when  the  only  evidence  before 
the  jury  relates  to  their  condition  a  month  previous  to  that  time. 

Er&o&  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Montgomery. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  Gill  Sho&tbb.  i 

Assumpsit  by  Benjamin  R«  Jones  against  Robert  L.  Brown, 
for  a  breach  of  warranty  of  the  soundness  of  a  horse }.  ^ 
declaration  containing  four  counts^  each  of  iHiich  averred  that 
defendant,  at  the  time  of  sale,  ^'  falsoly  warranted  the  said  horse 
to  be  sound,  when  in  fact  he  was  unsound,'^  The  only  ple» 
was  non  assumpsit.  On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  ofiered  in  evitikenoe 
the  written  contract  of  sale,  containing  a  warranty  of  soundness, 
tor  the  sole  purpose  of  proving  ihe  warranty.  The  defendant 
objected  to  its  introduction  for  this  purpose,  but  his  objeotida 
was  overruled,'  and  he  excepted.  All  the  facts  of  the  case  are 
stated,  substantially,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court.    The  admis- 
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aion  of  the  evidence  objected  to,  and  the  refa3«l  of  the  court  to 
cliarge  as  requested,  are  assigned  for  error. 

K.  Ha&ri8,  for  plaintiff  in  «mnr,  oonteoded,  tkat  the  written 
oeatract  iras  not  admissible  in  evidenoe,  beoanse  the  cooBidera- 
tion  alleged  in  the  declaration  wm  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum 
of  money,  while  that  expressed  in  tiie  writing  was  deCmdiuit's 
aooeptanoefor  that  aaa.-«l  Ch&f^'s  Headings,  top  pp.  804, 
806,  810 ;  Stone  y.  Knowlton,  8  Wend.  874 ;  ObertV.  White- 
head, 6  Hals.  294 ;  1  Green.  Er.  ^  ^  66,  6T ;  S  Phil.  Ev.  <C. 
&  H.'s  Notes)  512 ;  Burden  y.  Manning,  2  N.  H.  290. 

2.  That  the  charge  asked  should  have  been  given,  because 
the  evidence  showed  that  the  horse  could  see  at  the  time  of  sale, 
but  had  some  natural  physical  conformation  of  the  eyes  which 
might  end  in  blindness ;  such  conformation  was  not  unsoundness : 
it  requires  actual  disease  to  produce  unsoundness. — Oliphant  on 
Horses  (58  Law  Lib.),  top  p.  47  (marg.  27). 

Elko&e  &  Yakcet,  controy  contended,  that  there  was  no 
material  vaiianoe  between  the  eenftract  alleged  and  Aat  ex- 
pressed in  the  writing  i  and  that  the  writing  was  adnussible  to 
prove  the  warranty,  even  if  the  consideration  expressed  in  it 
was  different  from  that  averred  in  the  deolaration ;  citing  1 
Chitty's  Pleadings,  pp.  291, 298, 805,  814  ;  Staik.  £t.  1588, 
1534, 1665,  1603  j  9  East  349  ;  2  N.  H.  160;  1  H.  Black. 
283;  7Crandh413;17Cowen343;  18i&.498;  7Mas8.65. 

2.  That  the  charge  asked  was  abstract,  and  therefore  pro- 
perly refused. 

LIGON,  J.— The  warranty  of  the  defendant  below  is,  in 
each  count  in  the  declaration,  averred  to  be  one  of  general 
soundness,  and  is  substantially  the  same  in  every  count.  The 
bill  of  exceptions  distinctly  states,  that  l^e  instrument  of  wri- 
^g,  offered  by  the  plaintiff  below,  and  permitted  by  the  court 
to  be  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury,  was  so  olfered  and  admitted 
for  ihe  sole  purpose  of  establishing  what  that  warranty  wae, 
and  is  m  these  words : 

*^  Recmved  of  B.  R.  Jones  his  acceptance  for  one  hundred 
and  sixty-five  doUars,  for  m  grsy  hone,  due  October  1st,  1850^ 
payable  «t  Henley's  offioei  ^i^h  Jiene  I  wmnrant  sound. 

(Signed.)  R.  L.  Bnowv." 

February  18th|  1860. 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TEEM,  1854. m 

Brown  y.  Jonee, 

These  is  do  dis^epaacy  whatever,  between  the  cUiue  con- 
taiiu^g  the  warranty  in  this  inetrament,  and  the  terms  in  whidi 
it  19  arerrcd  in  the  deolaration,  and  it  was  rightly  allowed  to  go 
to  the  jjory  for  the  purpose  for  whioh  it  was  offered,  as  it  is 
the  highest  and  best  evidenee  of  the  warranty. 

2.  Neither  do  we  think  there  was  error  in  refusing  the  charges 
prayed  by  the  defendant  in  the  court  below.  It  was  clearly 
shown,  that  he  had  made  a  general  warranty  of  soundness  at 
the  time  he  sold  the  horse  to  the  plaintiff;  it  was  further  proved, 
that  he  had  received  the  full  amount  of  the  purchase  money,  and 
that  the  horse  became  blind  in  about  thirty  days  after  the  sale. 
It  was  also  deposed  by  a  farrier,  who  was  admitted  by  both 
parties  to  be  skillful  and  fully  competent  to  give  an  opinion  in 
relation  to  the  diseases  of  horses,  that  about  a  month  before 
the  sale  to  the  plaintiff,  the  witness  had  examined  the  horse 
with  the  view  of  purchasing  him,  when  he  found  that  his  eyes 
were  small,  black,  watery  and  weak ;  but  besides  this  the  horse 
could  ,see  well,  and  the  witness'  opinion  was,  that  in  the  summer 
he  WMikl  go  bUnd,  and  that  all  horses  having  such  eyes  would 
become  blind  at  some  period  of  their  lives.  It  was  also  proved, 
that  had  the  horse  been  sound,  he  was  worth  about  the  sum  paid 
for  him  by  the  plaintiff.  The  farrier  examined  him  in  January ; 
the  phiintiff  purchased  him  February,  and  he  became  blind  in 
March.  The  record  contains  no  proof  of  the  conditbo  of  his 
eyes  at  the  time  of  the  sale  to  the  plaintiff,  or  at  any  time  pre- 
vious, except  on  the  occasion  named  by  the  farrier.  On  this 
proof,  the  defenduit  moved  the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  first, 
that  if  they  believed  from  the  evidence  that  the  horse,  previ- 
ous to,  and  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  had  small  and  black-looking 
eyes,  but  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  sale  was  able  to  see  well, 
liien  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover ;  second,  that  if  they  believed 
from  the  evidence  that  the  horse,  previous  to  and  at  the  time  of 
the  sale,  had  small  and  black-looking  eyes,  but  at  that  time 
could  see  well,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  although  horses 
having  such  eyes  usually  go  blind."  The  vice  of  both  these 
charges  is,  that  there  is  no  proof  in  the  record  upon  which  to 
base  them,  and  consequently  they  are  abstract.  The  condition 
of  the  eyes  of  the  horse  as  to  his  ability  to  see  well  at  the  time 
of  the  sale,  is  no  where  even  hinted  at  in  the  evidence  i  and  as  to 
tbeir  conditioD  previout  to  tho  9ale»  there  is  no  proof  except  the 
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testimony  of  the  farrier,  aod  that  relates  to  a  single  point  of 
time  about  a  month  before  that  event.  Charges  of  this  cbarac* 
ter  seldom  fail  to  withdraw  the  minds  of  the  jury  from  the  real 
facts  of  the  case,  and  thus  misguide  them ;  and  for  this  reas<m 
they  should  never  be  given  by  the  court. 

To  the  charge  given  no  exception  is  taken  ;  and  as  we  have 
seen  that  the  other  rulings  of  the  court  are  free  from  error,  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be  affirmed. 


BROWN  vs.  SEASON. 

nt  ^32    ^    '^  widow  may  maintain  trover  for  personal  property  belonging  to  the  estate 
24  46o|       of  her  deoeaaed  husband  of  which  she  had  pofisession  several  yean  after  Us 

1^1 SSl       death,  when  no  letters  of  administration  have  been  granted  on  his  estate. 

2.  In  trover,  where  there  has  been  a  wrongfnl  aesamption  of  proper^  hy  the 
defendant,  which,  of  itself,  is  a  conversion,  no  demand  is  neceaBary  before 
salt  brought 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Marshall. 
Tiied  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  A.  Walkicr. 

Tbover  by  Susannah  Beason  against  Calvin  Brown^  for  a 
mule  which  was  shown  to  have  belonged  to  the  plaintiff's  hus- 
band at  the  time  of  his  death.  One  Murphy,  a  witness  for 
plaintiff,  testified,  ^^  that  he  knew  the  parties  to  this  suit  and 
the  mule  sued  for  ;  that  plaintiff's  husband  died  in  1842, 
owning,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  this  mule  and  another  one,  a 
horse  and  other  property ;  that  said  Beason  left  several  chil- 
dren, some  of  whom  were  over  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and 
some  minors,  four  or  five  of  whom  lived  with  plaintiff  after  the 
death  of  their  father;  that  the  mule  sued  for,  as  well  as  the 
other  property  left  by  said  Beason  at  his  death,  remained  unad- 
ministered  with  the  family,  and  was  used  and  controlled  by 
plaintiff  as  her  own;  that  William  Beason,  one  of  plaintiff's 
sons,  who  lived  with  her,  frequently  used  the  mule,  just  as  a  hoy 
in  the  family  would  ;  that  he  was  over  the  age  of  twen^-one 
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years,  and  li?ed  i^  the  familj  of  his  mother,  the  plaintiiF;  that 
one  of  her  children  was  tlien  a  minor ;  that  he  had  seen  him 
ride  the  male  freqaentlj ;  that  in  January,  1852,  he  rode  the  ' 
male  to  Oontersville,  and  while  there  he  saw  the  defendant  have 
the  mule  in  his  possession ;  that  defendant  asked  witness,  if  he 
claimed  the  mule  ;  to  which  witness  replied,  that  he  did  not, 
but  it' belonged  to  the  widow  Beason;  to  which  defendant  re- 
plied, that  he  had  got  or  won  the  mule,  from  William  Beason, 
or  fifty  dollars  in  the  male ;  that  the  mule  was  worth  from  $80 
to  $85. 

'^  This  was  all  the  proof  in  the  cause ;  and  there  being  no 
conflict  in  it,  the  court  charged  the  jury,  that,  if  they  believed 
the  testimony,  they  must  find  for  the  plaintifi* ;  to  which  chaige 
the  defendant  excepted.  The  defendant  then  asked  the  court  to 
charge,  that,  unless  the  plaintiff  proved  a  demand  of  the  mule 
from  defendant,  before  suit  brought,  she  could  not  recover  ; 
which  charge  the  court  refused  to  give,  but  charged  the  jury, 
that  the  service  of  the  writ  in  this  case  was  a  sufficient  demand 
to  maintain  the  action."  The  defendant  excepted  to  the  refusal, 
and  to  the  several  charges  given  ;  and  these  rulings  of  the  court 
are  now  assigned  for  error. 

Belsee  &  Rice,  for  appellant. 
Louis  Wyeth,  contra. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— We  are  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff 
below  might  properly  maintain  the  action,  against  every  one  but 
the  rightful  administrator,  upon  a  principle  analogous  to  that 
which  enables  the  finder  of  lost  property  to  maintain  the  same 
action  against  every  one  but  the  real  owner.  Daring  the  period 
that  administration  was  not  granted,  the  legal  title  or  real 
ownership  was,  in  one  sense,  in  no  one. 

2.  The  mule  sued  for  was  in  possession  of  the  defendant, 
who,  on  being  informed  that  it  was  the  property  of  the  plain- 
tiff, replied,  that  he  had  got  or  won  the  mule,  or  fifty  dollars  in 
the  mule,  from  William  Beason,  who,  the  evidence  proved,  was 
the  son  of  the  plaintiff,  living  with  her,  and  using  the  mule  as  a 
boy  in  the  family  would.  The  rule  is,  that  no  demand  is  neces- 
sary  in  trover,  where  a  eooversion  can  be  proved  without  one  ; 
bot  tiie  wrongful  assumption  of  the  property  in  the  goods  is,  of 
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itself,  a  conversion. — 1  Chit*  PI.  179,  and  c^ses  there  cited  ; 
Hyde  v.  Noble,  13  N.  H.  494  ;  Lee  v.  Mathews,  10  Ala.  682- 
*  This  is  the  case  here,  as  the  language  used  by  the  defendant 
will  reasonably  admit  of  no  other  construction,  than  that  he 
claimed  the  right  to  hold  the  mule,  which  was  in  his  possession, 
because  he  had  got  or  won  it  from  William  Season,  who  bad  no 
right  to  dispose  of  it.  What  was  this,  but  the  wrongful  as- 
sumption of  property  1  Wc  think  the  court  was  right  in  its 
charge  upon  the  evidence,  and  this  being  the  case,  the  charge 
requested  was  properly  refused  ;  and,  although  instructions  that 
the  writ  in  this  case  operated  as  a  demand,  asserted  an  eirone- 
ous  legal  proposition,  yet,  as  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover 
without  a  demand,  the  judgment  is  not  reversible  on  that  ground, 
and  must  consequently  be  affirmed. 


GLASS  vs.  GLASS. 

1.  A  judgment  may  be  rendered  nunc  pro  tutiCj  on  motion,  without  notSce  to 
the  defendant. 

2.  Under  the  act  establishing  Courts  of  Probate,  the  Circuit  Court  has  power 
to  make  amendments  nunc  pro  tunc  of  the  jadgmeats  of  the  Coanfy  Coori, 
in  causes  transferred  to  the  former  court  under  that  act 

3.  A  judgment  may  be  rendered  nunc  pro  tunc  and  revived  by  scire  faeiaw 
at  the  same  term ;  and  there  is  no  impropriety  in  uniting  a  aotloe  of  ttie 
motion  to  amena  in  the  set.  fa,  to  revive. 

4.  When  the  minute  entry  recites  that  it  was  made  to  appear  to  the  coort 
that  a  judgment  had  been  duly  rendered,  wliich  the  clerk  had  omitted  to 
enter,  it  will  be  presumed,  on  error,  that  it  was  made  to  appear  by  sufficient 
legal  evidence ;  if  the  evidence  was  insoificie&t,  the  defendant  most  show  it 
by  biU  of  excepUouB. 

£r&o&  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Marengo. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  Gsobge  D.  SRoavBWGs. 

Motion  for  a  summary  judgment.  The  firat  paper  in  the 
record  is  a  notioe  of  motion  for  a  smnmary  judgment,  by  Wil- 
liaioffon  QAtkW  against  Zsehatiah  Ohns^  at  liie  Mmh  tdum^ 
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1847,  of  tfa^  Cotiiity  Court  of  Marengo,  for  the  sum  of  $150, 
whieh,  M  (Uiid  Botiee  alleges,  said  Williamson  Glass  had  paid, 
ill  part  satidfactioti  of  a  judgment  rendered  in  the  County 
Ctnin  of  Mar^go,  in  favor  ci  one  Bromiing,  against  said  Zach- 
ariah  and  Williamson  Olass,  on  a  note  for  $186  81,  executed 
by  said  Ziidiariah  as  principal,  and  said  Williamson  as  his  surety. 
The  motion  itself  is  next  copied  in  the  record,  and  underneath 
it  are  these  words  :  ^^  Service  proved.  Judgment  for  amount 
paid,  and  interest  thereon"  ;  and  opposite  to  these  wordisr,  on 
the  ml^rgin  of  the  transcript,  is  written,  ^^  Memo,  per  curia  on 
motion  docket.'' 

The  next  paper  in  the  record  is  entitled  "  motion  to  revive 
and  render  judgment  nunc  pro  tuncj^^  in  the  Circuit  Court,  at 
its  Spring  term,  1851.  This  motion  recites,  that  a  motion  was 
made  to  render  judgment  in  favor  of  said  Williamson  Glass 
against  Zachariah  Glass,  which  motion  was  duly  granted  by 
the  court  in  the  lifetime  of  said  Williamson ;  that  the  clerk  had 
failed  to  enter  up  said  judgment ;  that  said  Williamson  had 
since  departed  this  life,  and  that  Jonathan  Glass  had  been  duly 
appointed  his  executor ;  and  thereupon  '^  said  Jonathan  Glass, 
executor  as  aforesaid,  moves  the  court  to  be  made  a  party  to 
the  Said  original  motion,  and  that  the  said  judgment  be,  accord- 
ing to  the  previous  order  of  the  court,  entered  up  nunc  pro 
tunc,  and  that  the  same  be  and  stand  revived  in  the  name  of 
said  Jonathan  Glass,  executor  as  aforesaid."  The  next  two 
entries  show,  that  this  motion  was  continued  at  the  Spring  and 
Fall  terms,  1851,  of  the  Circuit  Court.  At  the  Spring  term, 
1852,  the  minute  entry  is  ^^  Notice  ordered,  and  cause  contin- 
ued" ;  and  after  this  appears  a  notice,  which  sets  out,  at  length, 
the  motion  made  at  the  previous  Spring  term,  and  notifies  the 
defendant  to  appear  at  the  next  term,  and  contest  the  said 
motion,  if  he  thinks  proper. 

At  the  Fall  term,  1852,  a  judgment  was  rendered  on  this 
motion,  in  which  it  is  recited,  that  it  was  made  to  appear, 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  that  the  defendant  had 
had  due  notice  of  the  motion ;  that  said  Williamson  Glass,  at 
the  March  term,  1847,  of  the  County  Court  of  Marengo,  made 
a  motion  for  a  summary  judgment  against -Zachariah  Glass,  for 
f  150,  paid  by  him  as  surety  of  said  Zachariah,  which  said 
ttotten  Wi0  duly  granted ;  that  the  clerk  irholly  failed  to  enter 
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of  record  ^aid  judgment  on  the  motion  aforesaid  ;  that  WiU 
liamaon  Glass  has  departed  this  life,  and  said  Jonathan  Glass 
has  been  daly  appointed  his  executor ;  ^^  Therefore,  it  is  eon* 
sidered  by  the  court,  that  the  judgment  aforesaid  be  and  stand 
revived  in  the  name  of  said  Jonathan  Gla^s,  executor  as  afimre- 
said ;  that  said  Jonathan,  executor  as  aforesaid,  recover  of  said 
Zachariah  Glass,  now,  as  of  the  term  of  said  County  Court  held 
on  the  third  Monday  in  March,  1847,  the  sum  of  $211  20,  the 
amount  of  the  judgment  aforesaid,''  &c. 

The  errors  assigned  are,  first,  "  that  the  notice  issued  from 
the  Circuit  Court  does  not  set  out  the  original  motion  in  the 
County  Court,  upon  which  the  judgment  of  the  court  is  predi- 
cated, but  sets  out  one  as  made  in  the  Circuit  Court"  ;  second, 
'^  that  the  motion  in  the  Circuit  Court  was  discontinued,  by  the 
plaintiff's  failing  to  issue  any  notice  to  the  defendant  until  after 
two  terms  had  elapsed";  third,'  'Hhat said  motion  was  the 
commencement  of  a  suit  for  the  revival  of  a  former  motion,  and 
the  court  erred  in  rendering  judgment  at  the  first  term  after 
service  of  the  motion"  ;  fourth,  that  the  Circuit  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction,  under  the  act  establishing  Courts  of  Probate,  or 
under  any  other  act,  to  enter  up  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc  on 
motions  made  in  the  County  Court ;  fifth,  that  the  court  erred 
in  entering  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  in  error  on  the  facte 
set  out  in  the  record,  ^^  as  it  does  not  show  that  the  judge  of  the 
County  Court  made  the  entry  on  the  motion  docket." 

William  M.  Byrd,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

CHILTON,  C.  J.— 1.  It  is  objected,  that  the  notice  in  (bis 
case  is  defective,  in  failing  to  set  out  the  original  motion  made 
in  the  County  Court.  This  objection,  however,  cannot  prevul, 
as  the  motion  in  the  Circuit  Court  is  to  amend  the  judgment 
rendered  by  the  County  Court  nunc  pro  tunCy  and  so  far  as  this 
amendment  is  concerned,  no  notice  is  necessary. — AS&k  &. 
Deane  v.  Bradford  &  Shotwell,  3  Ala.  281. 

2.  Neither  do  we  entertain  any  doubt,  that  a  proper  construe- 
tion  of  the  act  of  1849-50,  establishing  Courts  of  Probate,  &o. 
(see  Pamphlet  Acts  35),  authorizes  the  Circuit  Court,  to  which 
the  papers  &c.  in  the  cause  have  been  transferred,  to  make 
amendments  nunc  pro  tunc  ot  the  judgments. of  the  Coantgr 
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Court,  whose  jarisdiction  over  tho  cause,  by  said  act,  is  trans- 
ferred to  the  Circuit  Courts  respectively. 

8.  The  motion  in  the  Circuit  Court  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
scire  facias  to  revive  the  judgment,  which  it  was  also  pro- 
posed to  have  entered  nunc  pro  tuncy  in  the  name  of  Jonathan 
Olass,  the  executor  of  Williamson,  who  had  departed  this  life 
since  the  rendition  of  the  imperfect  judgment  by  the  County 
Court.  We  think  there  was  no  impropriety  in  amting  with  the 
scire  facias  to  revive  a  notice  of  the  motion  to  amend.  The 
two  motions,  if  the  court  be  so  inclined,  may  be  taken  up  and 
disposed  of  together ;  and  we  are  aware  of  no  rule  of  practice, 
which  forbids  that  the  party  should  have  a  judgment  of  revivor 
at  the  same  term  to  which  his  scire  facias  is  made  returnable. 

4.  As  to  the  objection,  that  the  facts  did  not  warrant  the 
amendment,  we  have  only  to  say,  that  Uie  entry  shows  it  was 
made  to  appear  to  the  court  that  a  judgment  had  been  duly 
rendered  by  the  County  Court,  which  the  clerk  had  omitted  to 
enter.  We  must  intend  that  it  was  made  to  appear  by  the  proper 
evidence :  it  may  have  been  by  the  entry  of  the  judge  on  the 
motion  docket  in  response  to  the  motion,  which  has  several  times 
been  held  sufficient  to  amend  by.  If  the  evidence  had  been 
insufficient,  the  defendant  could,  and  ought  to  have  shown  it 
by  bill  of  exceptions. — 3  Ala.  281,  and  cases  cited ;  Harris 
V.  Bradford,  4  Ala.  215. 

6.  It  is  insisted  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error^ 
that  the  motion  to  amend  and  revive  was  discontinued  by 
failing  to  prosecute  it  until  two  terms  had  elapsed  from  the 
term  at  which  it  was  submitted.  The  record,  however,  shows 
it  was  regularly  continued  from  term  to  term  down  to  the 
time  of  trial. 

We  perceive  no  error  in  the  record. 

Let  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 
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WHEELER  vs.  POUNDS. 

1.  p.,  having  traded  horses  with  M.,  claimed  of  the  latter  $20  for  cheating 
Mm  ;  he  afterwards  sold  the  hor^e  which  he  olytalned  hy  the  exchange  to  W., 
and  it  wm  agveed  between  thm^lksk  P.  Aould  sat  M.il6r  tbe$20 ;  ttai  W. 
i|K>ald  have  the  recoTwy  if  hd  saoceeded,  and  should  pi^  aU  eo^ia  if  he 
failed  ;  judgment  for  cost  having  been  finally  rendered  against  P.,  W.  prom- 
ised Ihe  clerk  of  the  court  that  he  would  pay  them ;  but  haviog  failed  to  do 
so,  P.  paid  the  costs,  and  then  sued  If.  to  recover  them :  Seid,  fliat  ffic 
oontntct  waa  ehampertom.  aad  that  W.'s  promise  to  the  dcrft:  did  mot  aid 
plauitiff. 

Eb&ok  to  the  Cironit  Court  of  Chambers. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Robert  Dougherty. 

As80MPsrr  by  Zachariah  B.  Pounds  against  Gideon  R. 
Wheeler,  on  the  common  money  counts ;  pleas,  nan  assumpsit j 
statute  of  frauds,  and  tfant  of  consideration.  The  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions is  as  follows : 

^^  This  cause  coming  on  for  trial,  the  evidence  conduced  to 
show,  that  Pounds  had  traded  horses  with  one  Marshall ;  that 
Pounds  claimed  $20  of  Marshall  for  cheating  him  in  the  trade  ; 
that  Wheeler  bought  the  horse  from  Pounds  for  $50,  and  it 
was,  at  the  same  time,  agreed  that  Pounds  should  sue  Marshall, 
in  an  action  of  damages,  in  a  justice's  court,  for  $20 ;  and  that 
amount,  or  any  other,  if  recovered,  was  to  be  paid  to  Wheeler  ; 
that  if  the  suit  failed  in  the  justice's  court,  Pounds  was  to  take 
the  case,  by  appeal,  to  the  Circuit  Court ;  if  Pounds  succeeded 
in  that  court,  Wheeler  was  to  have  the  recovery ;  and  if  Pounds 
lost  the  case,  Wheeler  was  to  pay  all  the  costs.  The  evidence 
conduced  to  show,  that  both  Pounds  and  Wheeler  were  in  atten- 
dance on  both  courts,  where  the  case  against  Marshall  was 
tried ;  and  that  Marshall  finally  succeeded  in  obtaining  judg- 
ment against  Pounds  for  costs.  Pounds  then  proved  that  he 
had  paid  the  costs,  and  that  Wheeler  requested  the  clerk  of  the 
Circuit  Court  not  to  issue  execution  against  Pounds,  as  he  was 
responsible  for  the  cost,  and  promised  to  pay  them.  Upon  this 
evidence^  they  must  find  for  the  plaintiff ;  defendant  excepted," 
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&c.    The  charge  of  the  court,  as  shown  by  the  bill  of  exceptions, 
is  now  assigned  for  error. 

J.  T.  BsocK,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  cont^cM,  that  the 
contract  shown  by  the  evidence  was  champertoas,  and  therefore 
could  not  be  enforoed;  citing  Burt  t.  Placoi  6  Cowen  481 ; 
Arden  t.  Patterson,  6  Johnson's  Chan.  44;  Rust  y.  Lone,  4 
Litt.  417. 

Geo.  W.  Gunn,  cantruj  insisted  that  the  contract  was  not 
champertous,  and  cited  the  following  cases :  Knight  y.  Sevain, 
6  Green.  861 ;  lU.  S.  Digest,  p.  608,  §  14  ;  8  Cowen  624; 
Campbell  y.  Jon^,  4  Wend.  806 ;  Stoddard  y.  Mix,  14  Couan. 
12  ;  Evans  v.  Bell,  6  Dana  471 ;  Wilhitev.  Roberts,  4  t)ana 
172;  18  Metcalf  862;  8  Johns.  220;  3  Fairf.  Ill;  7 
Humph.  847. 

LIGON,  J. — The  cositractin  this  case  is  void  for  champerty. 
It  is  against  the  policy  of  our  law  to  permit  the  traffic  in  law 
suits,  thus  encouraging  the  bringing  of  actions,  when  otherwise 
no  suit  might  ever  arise.  Champerty  is  a  bargain  with  a  plain- 
tiff or  defendant  campum  partire — to  divide  the  land,  or  other 
matter  sued  for — ^between  them,  if  they  succeed  at  law  ;  the 
champertor  undertaking  to  carry  on  the  suit  at  his  own  expense. 
Bouy.  Law  Die,  tit.  Champerty.  This  offence  differs  from 
maintenance  in  this :  in  the  latter,  the  person  assisting  the  sui- 
tor receives  no  benefit ;  while  in  the  former,  he  receives  the 
whole,  one  half,  or  other  portion  of  the  thing  sued  for. — Arden 
v.  Patterson,  5  Johns.  Ch.  Rep.  44 ;  Bouv.  Law  Die,  tit. 
Champerty.  So  odious,  in  the  eyes  of  the  law,  are  these  con- 
tracts, that  they  confer  no  rights  on  the  parties  making  tb^, 
and  if  one  pay  out  money  under  them,  he  cannot  recover  it  back. 
Burt  y.  Place,  6  Cow.  481. 

Tbe  promise  made  to  the  clerk  in  this  caseb  baiqgbaaed  upon 
the  former  champertous  agreement,  does  not  strengthen  the  case 
of  the  plaintiff  in  the  court  below. 

Our  conclusion  is,  that  the  Circuit  Court  mistook  the  law  in 
itB  charge  to  the  jury;  and  the  judgment  must  therefore  be 
reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 

81 
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PITTS  vs.  WOOTEN'S  EXECUTORS. 

1.  Where  several  co-execntors  qaalify  and  give  bond,  a  promise  by  the  sole 
actiiig  exeeatorj^ntohasthepoflaessioii  and  control  of  the  entire  estate,  will 
not  remove  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations  and  revive  the  debt  against 
the  estate. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Russell. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Robert  Dougherty. 

AsstJMPSiT  by  Wm.  W.  Pitts  against  Benjamin  Wooten 
and  Samuel  Crowell,  as  executors  of  William  Wooten,  de- 
ceased, on  an  open  account;  the  pleas  were,  the  general  issue, 
and  the  statute  of  limitations  of  three  and  six  years.  On 
the  trial,  the  plaintiff  proved  the  testator's  indebtedness  on 
the  account,  which,  upon  its  face,  was  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations ;  that  both  of  the  executors  qualified,  and  gave 
bond,  but  that  Crowell  was  the  sole  acting  executor,  and  had 
the  possession  and  control  of  the  entire  estate ;  that  while 
acting  as  such,  and  within  three  years  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  said  Crowell  admitted  the  correctness  of 
said  account,  and  promised  to  pay  it. 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  that  Crowell's  promise,  as 
shown  by  the  evidence,  would  not  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute  of  limitations;  to  which  charge  the  plaintiff  excepted, 
and  thereupon  took  a  non-suit.  The  charge  of  the  court  is 
now  assigned  for  error. 

Belser  &  Rice,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Geo.  D.  Hooper,  contra. 

60LDTHWAITE,  J.— That  the  personal  representatiye 
may  revive  a  debt  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  by  a 
promise  to  pay,  is  a  settled  question  in  this  court. — Hall  v. 
Darrington,  9  Ala.  502;  Towns  v.  Ferguson,  20  ib.  147.  In 
Caruthers  v.  Mardis,  3  Ala.  599,  it  was  held,  that  a  promise 
by  one  of  two  administrators  would  not  take  the  case  out  of 
the  statute^  irbere  tb^  aotion  was  against  both. 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TERM,  1854. 4» 

Pitts  T.  Wooteii*s  bteaton. 

In  the  present  case,  the  evidenoe  shows,  that  the  ezecntor 
who  made  the  promise  had,  at  the  time,  the  entire  control  and 
possession  of  the  estate,  and  was  the  sole  actmg  executor,  al- 
though the  others  had  qualified  and  given  hood  as  such ;  and  it 
is  supposed,  that  these  facts  distinguish  it  from  the  case  last ' 
cited,  and  bring  it  within  the  influence  of  Hall  v.  Darrington, 
supra.  That  case,  however,  rested  upon  the  fact,  that  the  ad- 
ministrator making  the  promise  was  the  sole  representative  at 
the  time  the  promise  was  sought  to  be  enforced  against  the  es* 
tate.  Here  there  were  other  executors ;  the  assets  might  come 
into  their  hands  ;  and  if  the  promise  revived  the  debt  against 
the  estate,  it  would  bind  it  as  well  in  their  hands,  as  if  in  the 
posssession  of  the  executor  who  revived  it.  We  know  of  no 
way,  where  there  are  two  administrators  in  the  State,  of  ren- 
dering'a  judgment  against  one,  which  would  bind  the  assets 
in  the  hands  of  both  ;  which  must  be  done,  if  the  effect  of  the 
promise  bj  the  one  is  to  revive  the  demand  against  the  estate. — 
That  the  judgment  could  not  be  rendered  against  both  the  rep- 
resentatives, upon  the  mere  promise  of  one,  is  clear,  as  the 
judgment  would  operate  as  an  admission  of  assets  against 
each,  and  thus  might  render  the  one  who  did  nothing  respcmai* 
Ue.  We  concede,  that  if  one  executor  contributes,  in  any  way, 
to  a  wasting  or  misapplication  of  assets  by  the  other,  he  would 
be  liable.— Will.  Ex.  1292.  The  admissicm  of  assets  by  one 
could  not  operate  as  an  admission  by  the  others,  unless,  by  as- 
senting to  it,  they  participated  in  the  act ;  and  the  fact  that 
one  executor  was  in  possession  of  the  assets,  and  attended  solely 
to  the  business  of  the  estate,  is  no  evidence  that  his  co-exeeu- 
tors  assented  to  an  admission  of  assets  made  by  him. 

Under  these  circumstances,  there  was  no  error  in  the  charge, 
and  the  judgment  is  affirmed* 
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SPIVET  vs.  McGEHEE  et  al. 

1.  A  writ  of  ne  exeat  was  granted  in  a  chaneerj  eauise,  ttp<m  complainaata' 
«nterflig  into  bond  conditioned  tliat  theyaboald  ''proeecate  their  Raid  Inll 
and  writ  to  effect,'*  or,  failing  therein,  should  pay  to  the  defendant  aU  snch 
costs  and  damages  as  he  might  ''sustain  from  the  wrongful  filing  of  said  hili, 
or  the  wrongful  suing  out  of  said  itVTit  of  ne  exeat?'*  The  defendant  having 
brought  snit  on  the  bond,  it  wta  held,  that,  although  the  condition  of  ISt^ 
bond  was  not  complied  with  by  merely  prosecuting  the  bill  to  eflfeot,  yot  m 
order  discharging  the  defendant  fh>m  custody  under  the  writ,  upon  his  deliv- 
ering up  to  complainant  certain  slaves  in  his  possession,  was  not  such  a  fail- 
ure to  prosecute  said  writ  to  effect,  as  would  entitle  the  defendant  to  main- 
tain an  action  on  the  bond  for  damages. 

Ebbok  to  the  Circuit  Conrt  of  Macon. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Jno.  Gill  Shorter. 

Abker  McGehee  filed  a  bill  in  chancery  against  Eli  B. 
W.  Spivey  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  on  certain  slaves,  and 
pfrayed  a  writ  of  ^  exeat  to  prevent  the  defendant  from  re- 
moving with  the  slaves  beyond  the  limits  of  the  State.  This 
writ  was  granted*  upon  complainant's  entering  into  bond  con- 
ditioned^^according  to  law'',*  and  a  bond  was  accordingly 
^veti,  with  the  following  condition :  ''  Now,  if  the  said  oom- 
plainants  shall  prodeoate  their  said  bill  and  writ  to  effect,  or, 
failing  therein,  shall  well  and  tmly  pay,  or  canse  to  be  paid, 
to  the  said  Spivey,  all  such  costs  and  damages  as  he  shall 
sustain  from  the  wrongful  filing  of  said  bill,  or  tiie  wrongftil 
suing  out  of  said  writ  of  ne  exeats  then  this  obligation  to  be 
void,"  &c.  After  the  coming  in  of  defaidaait^  answer,  an 
order  was  made  in  the  cause,  'Hhat  upon  defendant's  deliv- 
ering to  complainant  the  mortgaged  negroes  remaining  in 
his  possession,  the  sheriff  of  Russell  do  release  and  discharge 
said  defendant  from  custody  under  said  writ  of  ne  exeaP^ ; 
and  under  this  order  the  defendant  was  discharged  from 
custody,  upon  his  delivering  up  to  the  sheriff  four  of  the 
mortgaged  negroes.  Upon  the  final  hearing,  an  account  of 
the  mortgage  debt  was  ordered,  and  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged 
daves  decreed, 
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After  tho  final  deoree  in  the  chancery  cause,  the  defendant 
therein  brought  an  action  at  lair  on  the  bond,  for  damages ; 
and  he  introduced  in  evidence,  on  the  trial,  the  papers  in 
said  chancery  cause  showiDg  ihe  facts  above  recited.  Th$ 
court  charged  the  jury,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant's 
counsel,  that,  if  they  b^ieved  all  the  evid;eaee,  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover ;  to  which  charge  the  plaintiff  excepted, 
and  he  now  assigns  it  for  error* 

Bbi^seb  &  Bice,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
N.  W.  CoCKB,  contra. 

CHILTON,  C.  J.— The  evidence  is  all  set  out  in  the  bill 
of  exceptions  taken  upon  the  trial,  and  the  court  charged 
the  jury,  in  substance,  that  if  they  believed  it  all,  they  should 
find  for  the  defendants.  The  question  is,  as  to  the  legality 
of  the  charge,  when  considered  in  coonection  with  the  facts. 

The  condition  of  the  bond,  alleged  In  the  declaration  to 
have  been  broken,  is,  to  prosecute  ''the  bill  and  writ  to  tjfecty 
and,  in  the  event  the  complainants  fail  therein,  that  they  shall 
pay  to  tho  defendant  all  such  costs  and  damages  as  he  may 
sustain  by  the  wrongful  suing  out  of  the  said  writ  of  ne  ex- 
eatj''  Ac. 

We  do  not  agree  with  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  that 
the  condition  is  complied  with  by  merely  prosecuting  the  bill 
to  effect.  The  complainants  may  have  had  a  very  good 
ground  for  equitable  relief,  arising  out  of  their  unsatisfied 
mortgage  ;  but  it  by  no  means  follows,  that  there  was  any 
necessity  for  the  writ  of  ne  exeat.  The  condition  was,  there- 
fore, very  properly  made  to  include  both,  and  was  broken  if 
either  was  not  prosecuted  to  effect,  if  the  dami^es  ajid  costs 
consequent  thereupon  were  not  paid. 

Upon  looking,  however,  more  narrowly  into  the  record, 
we  have  concluded,  against  our  first  impression,  that  the 
record  shows  a  compliance  with  the  condition  as  to  the  pros- 
ecution of  both  the  bill  and  writ  to  effect.  The  record  no 
where  shows  that  the  writ  of  ne  exetd  was  discharged.  It  is 
true,  the  person  of  the  d<^endant  was  ordered  to  be  released 
from  the  custody  of  the  sheriff,  upon  his  delivering  over  to 
the  complainant  the  four  slaves  which  he  had  in  hi?  posses- 
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sion,  on  the  11th  of  Jime,  1846,  and  which  slaves  the  Chan* 
cellor  very  erroneously  conclnded  were  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  mori^tge  debt.  But  the  facts,  that  he  was  required  to 
surrender  such  slaves  as  the  condition  of  his  release  from 
custody,  and  that  the  slaves  so  surrendered  were  sold,  and 
the  proceeds  made  available  to  satisfy,  pro  tanto,  the  mortr 
gage  debt,  show  that  the  writ  was  not  made  powerless  by  its 
discharge,  but  was  made  to  accomplish  a  beneficial  result  to 
the  complainants.  At  all  events,  it  was  made  effectual  to 
place  the  four  slaves,  which  were  sold,  in  the  possession  of 
the  sheriff.  Whether  such  an  order  was  correct  or  not,  is  a 
question  not  before  us,  and  consequently  one  upon  which  we 
express  no  opinion ;  all  we  now  decide  is,  that  the  order 
found  in  the  record,  for  the  defendant's  release  from  custody 
under  the  writ,  upon  surrendering  certain  slaves,  is  not  such 
a  failure  to  prosecute  the  writ  to  effect,  as  entitled  Spivey  to 
maintain  this  action  for  damages,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
condition  of  the  bond. 

Our  opinion  is,  that,  under  the  facts  presented  by  the  bill 
of  exceptions,  the  charge  of  the  court  was  proper ;  and  the 
judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


WESSON  ET  AL  vs.  CROOK. 


1.  A  writ  of  error  wiU  be  qoaahed,  on  motion,  when  the  record  aIiowb  that  tbe 
defendant  therein  was  dead  when  the  writ  Ivaed,  and  that  he  had  no  legal 
representative. 

2.  Writs  of  error  are  governed,  as  to  the  practice  in  making  parties,  by  the 
rule  laid  down  in  Sewall  y.  Bates,  2  Stew.  462  ;  but  when  an  appeal  is  taken 
nnder  the  Ck)de,  parties  may  be  made  in  court  below  (§  9069). 

Ereor  to  the  Chancery  Court  of  Benton. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  David  O.  Ligon. 

MoTioy  to  quash  tbe  writ  of  error. 
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Ric£  &  Morgan,  for  the  motion. 
White  &  Parsons,  and  J.  B.  Martin,  contra. 

LIOON,  J. — It  is  conceded,  by  a  written  agreement  on  file, 
that  Crook,  who  is  sought  to  be  made  defendant  in  error,  had 
been  dead  more  than  a  year  before  the  writ  of  error  bears  date, 
and  that  he  is  without  legal  representatives. 

The  prosecution  of  a  writ  of  error  is  a  new  suit  between  the 
parties,  commenced  by  the  issue  of  the  writ  and  service  of  the 
citation  which  is  required  to  accompany  it.  Until  this  is  done, 
this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  either  of  the  case  or  parties,  any 
more  than  the  inferior  courts  would  have  in  cases  in  which  the 
leading  process  of  those  courts  had  not  been  executed  on  the 
defendant.  In  either  case,  if  the  process  issue  against  a  dead 
man,  it  is  a  nullity. 

We  have  already  decided,  that,  if  a  party  die  after  judgment 
in  the  court  below,  the  clerk  of  that  court  cannot  issue  a  writ  of 
error ;  but  that  the  party  desiring  to  sue  <^t  the  writ  of  error 
must  suggest  the  death  in  this  court,  produce  a  copy  of  the 
record  and  of  the  letters  of  administration,  and  either  move 
for  a  scire  facias  against  the  representative,  to  show  cause  why 
he  should  not  be  made  a  party  defendant  and  a  writ  of  error  be 
awarded  by  this  court,  or  for  a  certiorari  to  bring  up  the  record. 
Sewftll  V.  Bates'  Adm'rs,  2  Stew.  462.  Such,  we  think,  should 
have  been  the  course  pursued  in  this  case. 

Appeals  taken  under  the  Code,  so  far  as  the  practice  in  cases 
like  the  present  is  concerned,  must  be  governed  by  section  8089, 
which,  it  will  be  perceived,  differs  from  the  rule  in  Sewall  y. 
Bates,  svproj  and  allows  the  parties  to  be  made  by  the  clerk, 
judge  of  probate,  or  register,  in  the  court  below. 

Let  the  writ  of  error  be  quashed. 
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HAMNER,  Adm'r,  vs.  MASON  et  al. 

1.  Under  the  statute  authorizing  the  discharge  of  the  soreties  of  a  guaidian 
(Clay^s  Digest  221  §  5,  222  §  7 ),  the  taking  of  a  new  bond  is  a  jurisdictional 
fact,  necessary  to  appear  in  order  to  give  validity  to  the  discharge ;  but  the 
exiBtence  of  this  fact  is  to  be  determined  by  the  judge  to  whom  the  appUcar 
tion  is  made,  and  his  decision  is  final  and  conclusive,  and  cannot  be  con- 
tradicted. 

2.  Therefore,  where  the  sureties  of  a  guardian  of  several  minors  applied  for  a 
discharge  ttom  all  further  liability  on  their  bond,  and  a  decree  was  there- 
apon  rendered  by  the  court,  in  which  ft  was  recited  that  the  guardian  had* 
given  a  new  bond,  and  ordered  that  the  old  soreties  be  discharged  from  all 
further  liability :  Heldy  in  an  action  against  the  sareties  on  the  old  bond, 
that  the  recital  in  the  decree  was  conclusive  of  the  fikct  that  a  new  bond  had 
been  given,  although  the  name  of  the  minor  for  whose  use  the  suit  was 
brought  was  entirely  omitted  from  the  new  bond,  which  did  not  therefore 
protect  his  estate. 

3.  An  execution  cannot  issue  under  the  statute  (Clay's  Digest  305  §  45) 
against  the  sureties  of  a  guardian,  on  a  decree  of  the  Orphans'  Courty 
agidnst  the  principal,  embracing  some  items  which  accrued  after  their  di»- 
cbarg*. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Probate  of  Wilooz. 

George  W.  Hamner,  as  the  adminiBtrator  of  Benjamin 
Williamson,  Jr. ,  obtained  a  decree  in  the  Court  of  Probate  of 
Wilcox,  on  the  18th  of  December,  1850,  for  $8265  09,  against 
Benjamin  Williamson,  as  guardian  of  his  said  intestate ;  on  this 
decree  an  execution  was  issued,  and  returned  ^^  no  property 
found,"  and  thereupon  another  execution  was  issued  under  the 
statute,  against  the  appellees,  as  the  sureties  of  said  guardian  on 
his  official  bond.  The  appellees  filed  a  petition  for  a  superse- 
deas  of  this  execution,  alleging  that  they  became  the  sureties  of 
said  Benjamin  Williamson  on  the  24th  of  September,  1840,  on 
his  bond  as  guardian  of  Benjamin  Williamson  Jr.,  Sarah  Wil- 
liamson, Mary  Jane  Williamson,  and  Richard  Williamson,  who 
were  minor  children  of  Richard  Williamson,  deceased;  that 
they  made  application  to  the  Orphans'  Court,  on  the  24th  of 
February,  1842,  to  be  discharged  from  all  further  liability  on 
their  bond  ;  that  upon  this  application  a  decree  was  rendered 
by  said  court  (which  is  set  out  at  length  in  the  petition^  and  for 
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which  see  the  opinion),  discharging  them  from  all  farther  liahil- 
itj  on  said  bond ;  that  said  decree,  on  which  the  execution 
songht  to  be  superseded  was  issued,  was  rendered  on  a  final 
settlement  of  said  Williamson's  guardianship  of  said  Benjamin 
Williamson  Jr.,  which  included  all  the  estate  of  said  ward 
receired  by  his  said  guardian  after  the  appellees'  said  discharge 
in  1842,  and  that  no  liability  prior  to  that~time  against  the 
guardian  was  ascertained  by  the  said  decree  or  settlement. 

On  the  trial  of  the  supersedeasy  which  was  had  by  consent 
before  the  judge,  the  alleged  application  by  the  appellees  to  be 
discharged  from  all  further  liability  on  their  bond  was  admitted, 
and  the  decree  of  the  court  discharging  them  was  offered  in 
evidence.  The  appellant  then  proved,  that  the  new  bond 
referred  to  in  said  decree  did  not  include  the  name  of  said  Ben- 
jamin Williamson  Jr.  and  Mary  Jane  Williamson,  but  was  the 
bond  of  said  Williamson  as  the  guardian  of  the  other  minors. 
Upon  this  evidence  the  court  ruled,  that  said  decree  discharged 
the  appellees  notwithstanding  the  omission  to  include  in  the 
new  bond  the  names  of  said  Benjamin  Williamson  Jr.  and 
Mary  Jane  Williamson ;  to  which  ruling  of  the  court  the  appel- 
lant excepted,  and  he  now  assigns  it  for  error. 

Watts,  Judge  &  Jacksok,  for  appellant : 

1.  The  Probate  Court  is  a  court  of  limited  and  special  juris- 
diction, and  can  do  no  act  unless  authorissed  by  the  Legislature; 
and  the  statute  authorizing  its  action  must  be  strictly  pursued. 
All  the  facts  necessary  to  give  it  jurisdiction  must  be  distinctly 
and  affirmatively  set  forth  in  the  record. — See  Talliaferro, 
adm'r,  v.  Thompson,  3  Ala.  670 ;  Griffin  v.  Griffin,  3  Ala. 
628 ;  Blann  v.  Grant,  adm'r,  6  Ala.  110 ;  Dakers  v.  Hudson, 
6  Oowen  224 ;  Thatcher  v.  Powell,  6  Wheaton  119  ;  Bishop's 
Heirs  v.  Hampton,  19  Ala.  761. 

2.  The  statute  (Clay's  Digest  221  §  5)  directs  the  Probate 
Court  to  order  executors  and  guardians  to  give  further  security 
on  complaint  of  their  sureties  or  their  representatives,  and  sec- 
tion seven  gives  the  power  to  the  judge,  when  new  securities  shall 
be  "  ordered  and  taken,"  to  discharge  the  original  securities. 
Now,  independent  of  this  clause  of  the  statute,  it  is  not  pre- 
tended that  the  judge  of  the  Orphans'  Court  had  the  power  to 
discharge  the  securities  from  the  obligations  of  their  contract. 
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8.  The  condition  of  a  guardian's  bond  (Clay's  Digest,  p. 
221  §  3)  shows  what  is  the  extent  and  terms  of  the  contract 
entered  into  by  every  guardian  and  his  securities.  The  judge 
of  the  Orphans'.  Court  had  no  right  to  alter  this  contract,  except 
on  the  terms  of  the  7th  section  of  the  acts  in  Clay's  Digest,  p. 
222,  above  referred  to,  and  this  must  be  strictly  pursued. 

4.  The  record  here  shows,  that  no  new  security  was  taken 
from  the  guardian ;  and  the  judge  of  the  Orphans'  Court  was 
not  authorized  to  discharge  the  old  securities  until  the  new  seca- 
rity  was  taken — not  only  ordered,  but  "  taken."  The  order 
of  discharge  was,  therefore,  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  and  was  therefore  void.  There  are  three  things  which 
must  appear  on  the  record,  before  the  court  can  undertake  to 
render  a  decree  discharging  the  old  securities  :  1st,  there  must 
be  complaint  by  the  old  securities  to  the  judge ;  2nd,  an  order 
for  new  security  ;  and,  3rd,  the  new  security  must  be  taken  ; 
all  these  things  are  essential  to  give  jurisdiction ;  no  one  of  them 
can  be  left  out ;  each  is  as  essential  as  the  other.  Now,  could 
the  court  discharge  the  securities  without  a  complaint  on  their 
part  ?  Could  the  court  discharge  without  having  ordered  new 
or  further  security  to  be  given  ?  Certainly  not.  How  then 
can  the  judge  grant  the  discharge  without  the  new  security 
being  taken — the  most  essential  ground  upon  which  the  right  of 
the  judge  to  discharge  rests  1 

5.  But  it  is  said,  that  the  entry  of  the  judge  shows  that  the 
new  security  was  given — '^  taken,"  in  the  language  of  the  stat- 
ute. We  insist,  that  the  whole  record  of  the  Orphans'  Court, 
in  reference  to  this  matter,  must  be  looked  to.  The  bood  which 
was  actually  given  is  a  part  of  the  record,  as  much  so  as  the 
judgment  entry ;  and  this  shows  that  no  new  or  further  security 
for  one  of  the  wards  of  the  guardian  was  taken.  As  to  him, 
therefore,  the  case  stands  as  though  no  bond  whatever  waf« 
given.  Suppose  no  new  bond  whatever  had  been  taken  by  the 
judge,  could  it  be  said,  that  his  decree  of  discharge  would  be 
otherwise  than  void  ?  In  legal  contemplation,  no  new  bond  was 
given,  so  far  as  the  present  plaintiff  is  concerned.  The  entry 
of  the  judge  does  not  necessarily  come  in  conflict  with  the  other 
parts  of  the  record ;  it  only  shows  that  a  new  bond  for  the 
minor  heirs  of  the  estate  of  Williamson  was  given.  But  the 
judgment  entry  refers  to  the  bond  which  was  actually  giveo. 
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g^yes  the  date,  the  amount,  the  name  of  the  securities,  &c.,  so 
as  to  make  it  a  part  of  the  record,  even  if  it  were  not  so  by  the 
general  provisions  of  law,  requiring  all  such  documents  to  be 
placed  upon  record  as  a  part  of  the  record  and  proceedings  of 
each  guardianship. 

6.  If  these  positions  are  not  strictly  correct,  see  to  what 
consequences  the  contrary  propositions  would  lead.  The  pat- 
rimony of  the  ward  has  been  squandered  by  an  improvident 
guardian ;  the  security  on  the  first  bond  has  been  discharged 
from  all  liability,  and  no  new  security  is  given  for  the  ward's 
estate. 

7*  Suppose  the  judgment  entry  had  set  out,  in  extensoy  what 
the  whole  record  when  looked  to  shows  ;  it  would  have  shown, 
that  on  a  particular  day,  the  old  securities  hadNmade  complaint, 
that  the  judge  had  ordered  new  security,  and  that  the  guardian 
had  appeared  and  given  a  new  bond  with  security  for  two  of  the 
heirs  or  wards  only  ;  and  that,  thereupon,  the  court  entered  a 
decree  discharging  the  old  securities  from  all  further  liability 
on  their  bond.  It  could  not,  under  this  sort  of  entry,  have 
been  contended  that  they  were  discharged  from  liability  to  the 
ward  not  included  in  the  new  bond.  And  is  not  this  the  actual 
state  of  the  record  in  legal  contemplation'? 

Elmoks  &  Yavc£y,  contra  : 

1.  The  jndgm^tof  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  is  con- 
clusive of  the  subject-matter  of  the  judgment,  and  of  all  the 
legal  consequences  of  the  judgment. — 1  Oreen.  £v.  §§  526, 
628, 688, 19 ;  Sims  and  Wife  v.  Slocum,  8  Cranch  800. 

2.  When  the  court  is  of  limited  jurisdiction,  or  of  general 
jurisdiction  with  a  new  and  special  jurisdiction  given  by  statute, 
the  record  must  show  the  facts  on  which  the  jurisdiction  is  exer- 
cised ;  and  when  these  appear  in  the  record,  it  is  conclusive, 
and  CMinot  be  contradicted. — Brittain  v.  Kinnaird,  1  Bred.  & 
Bing.  482 ;  Mather  v.  Hood,  8  Johns.  86 ;  Martin  v.  Mott, 
12  Wheat.  19 ;  Stuyvesant  v.  The  Mayor  of  New  York,  1 
Cowen  606 ;  Betts  v.  Bagley,  12  Pick.  682 ;  Lewis  v.  Intend- 
ant  &c.,  7  Ala.  86.  And  this  holds  true,  even  where  the  pro- 
ceeding is  an  ex  parte  one. — Mather  v.  Hood,  supra ;  7  Ala. 
SBt^upra. 

8*  The  new  bond  given  is  not  recited,  nor  referred  to  in  the 
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judgment,  so  as  to  mako  it  a  part  of  the  record  of  the  oaase. — 
Bates  V.  Planters  and  Merchants'  Bank,  8  Porter  99;  tft.  104  } 
Lightfoot  V.  Bank  of  Decatur,  2  Ala.  345 ;  5  ih.  295.  In 
these  cases  the  proceedings  were  to  revise  judgments  by  writs 
of  error  ;  and  the  court  held,  that  they  would  not  look  to  notioea 
or  other  papers  sent  up  with  the  transcript,  either  to  revarse 
or  sustain  a  judgment,  unless  they  were  so  reoited  or  referred  to 
in  the  judgment  entry  as  to  make  them  part  of  it. 

4.  The  new  bond  giyen  is  no  part  of  the  record  in  thia  case : 
it  is  not  made  so  by  statute.  It  may  be  a  part  of  the  record 
of  the  guardianship  of  Williamson  ;  but  this  proceeding  is  no 
part  of  that  guardianship  :  it  is  aside  from  it,  and  independent 
of  it,  although  growing  out  of  the  fact  that  the  applicants  were 
the  sureties  of  the  guardian. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— The  record  shows^  that  the  appd* 
lees  were  sureties  on  the  bond  of  Benjamin  Williamson  as  guar- 
dian of  Benjamin  Williamson  Jr.  and  others,  who  were  minor 
children  and  heirs  of  Richard  Williamson ;  and  that  on  tbe 
24th  of  February,  1842,  they  applied  to  the  judge  of  the 
Orphans'  Court  to  be  discharged  from  the  bond ;  that  at  a 
regular  term  of  the  Orphans'  Court,  on  the  24th  of  March, 
1842,  the  following  decree  was  made :  ^^  Estate  of  Richard 
Williamson,  deceased.  This  day  came  Benjamin  Williamson, 
guardian  of  the  minor  heirs  of  said  estate,  and  ezecated  a  new 
bond,  with  Robert  H.  Williamson,  Ferrie  Baldwin,  and  L.  W. 
Mason,  as  his  securities  as  such  guardian  for  the  faithfsl  p«r- 
formance  of  the  duties  required  of  him  by  law,  in  the  sum  of 
fourteen  thousand  dollars ;  which  bond  is  approved  by  the 
court.  Ordered  by  the  court,  that  the  former  securities  bo 
discharged  from  all  further  liability."  The  evidence,  on  the 
trial,  showed  conclusively  that,  in  the  new  bond  referred  to  in 
the  decree,  the  name  of  Benjamin  Williamson  Jr.  was  omitted, 
so  that  it  was,  in  reality,  the  bond  of  Benjamin  Williamson  as 
the  guardian  of  the  other  minor  heirs,  whoso  names  were  set  oat 
in  it,  and  not  his  bond  as  the  guardian  of  Benjamin  Williamson 
Jr. ;  and  that,  as  to  him,  it  was  the  same  as  if  no  new  bond 
had  been  taken. 

The  question  on  which  the  case  mast  turn,  is,  whether  the 
decree  operated  as  a  discharge  of  the  first  set  of  sureties,  so  far 
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M  the  estate  of  Benjamin  Williamson  Jr.  was  concerned  ;  and 
tide  diqiends  upon  the  conoloeiTeneBs  of  the  decree-— whether 
the  reeital  in  it,  that  Benjamin  Williamson  had  given  a  new 
bond  as  guardian  of  the  minor  heirs  of  Richard  Williamson,  can 
be  oontradioted. 

By  the  act  of  1821  (Clay's  Digest  221  §  5),  any  guardian 
may  be  required  to  ^ve  further  security,  upon  the  complaint  of 
any  of  his  sureties ;  and  by  a  subsequent  section  of  the  same 
aet  {lb.  222  ^  7),  it  is  provided,  that,  when  a  new  security  shall 
be  ordered  and  taken  of  any  guardian,  the  judge  may  direct 
such  alteration  in  the  condition  of  the  bond  as  the  case  may 
recjuire,  and  may  order  the  original  securities  to  be  discharged 
entirely,  or  from  the  time  of  taking  such  new  security,  as  to  him 
shall  seem  proper.  Under  this  act,  we  entertain  no  doubt,  that 
the  taking  of  a  new  bond  is  a  jurisdictional  fact,  necessary  to 
appear  in  order  to  give  validity  to  the  discharge ;  and  we  think 
it  equally  clear  from  the  statute,  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  Legislature  to  submit  this  fact  to  the  determination  of  the 
judge,  as  a  preliminary  to  his  action  upon  the  application ; 
and  this  being  the  case,  his  judgment  as  to  the  existence  of 
the  fact  was  necessarily  final  and  conclusive,  at  least  so  far  as 
oenoemshis  authority  to  discharge  the  former  sureties. 

This  was  the  principle  in  Mathw  v.  Hood,  8  Johns.  36, 
where  the  statute  gave  power  to  the  justice,  upon  complaint 
being  made  of  a  forcible  entry  or  detainer,  to  go  to  the  place 
where  the  force  was  made,  and  record  the  same,  set  a  fine  upon 
each  offender,  and  commit  him  to  jail  until  the  fine  was  paid. 
The  suit  was  against  the  justice,  for  fining  and  imprisoning  the 
plaintiff;  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  conviction  was 
traversable ;  the  plaintiff  offering  to  prove,  that  the  justice  did 
notgo,  andhad  no  view,  and  that  there  was  no  force.  The 
court  held,  that,  although  the  proceedings  of  the  justice  were 
altogether  ex  parte^  the  conviction  was  conclusive  as  to  these 
facts.  So,  also,  in  Mackaboy  v.  The  Commonwealth,  2  Vir- 
ginia Cases  268,  the  record  of  a  riot  in  view  of  the  justices 
was  held  to  be  unimpeachable.  The  court  say,  '^  No  matter 
ifHiether  there  was  a  riot  or  not,  the  record  shall  conclude." 
Martin  v.  Mott,  12  Wheat.  19,  is  to  the  same  effect.  The 
principle  of  these  cases  is,  that  whete  the  fact  upon  which  the 
power  to  act  depends^  is  referred  by  the  law*maker  to  be 
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determined  by  the  court  or  officer,  the  determiDatiim  of  the 
f&ct  by  Buch  court  or  officer  is  res  adfudicatay  and  cannot  be 
questioned;  and  this  principle  is  decisive  of  the  main  ques* 
tion  presented  upon  the  present  record.  The  question  as  to 
whether  a  new  bond  had  been  given,  was  referred  to  the  courts 
and  was  determined  by  it.  This  fact  appears  affirmatively 
from  the  record,  and  the  recital  is  not  traversable. 

The  settlement,  upon  which  the  decree  against  the  guardian 
was  rendered,  appears  to  have  been  before  the  court,  and 
shows  that  he  had  received  moneys  on  account  of  the  ward, 
Benjamin  Williamson  Jr.,  to  the  amount  of  $28ft2  94,  and 
that  this  amount  was  received  after  the  appellees  had  executed 
the  bond,  and  before  their  discharge  from  it.  The  settlemeDt 
showed,  also,  that  the  guardian  was  entitled  to  credits,  during 
the  same  period,  of  $855.  26  ;  and  the  question  was  raised, 
whether  the  plaintiffs  below  were  entitled  to  an  execution  for 
the  difference.  Upon  this  point,  it  is  only  neceasary  to 
observe,  that,  if  the  appellees  were  liable  upon  their  bond  for 
this  amount  (a  question  not  necessary  to  be  decided  at  this 
time),  yet,  as  the  decree  rendered  against  the  guardian  em- 
braced items  which  accrued  after  their  discharge,  they  could 
not  be  liable  for  these  items ;  and  as  the  decree  was  mtire, 
it  cannot  be  split  up,  so  as  to  authorisse  an  execution  for  a  part 
only  of  the  judgment,  even  if  the  sureties  could  be  held  respon- 
sible for  such  portion  by  a  direct  proceeding  upon  the  bond. 

The  views  which  we  have  expressed  are  decisive  of  all  the  points 
presented  by  the  record.     The  judgment  is  affinoedt 


COOK,  Guardian  Ac,,  vs.  WIMBERLY  bt  al. 

1.  Where  letters  of  guardianship  have  been  granted  in  this  State,  the  gaar- 
dian  and  ward  both  residing  here  at  the  time,  the  property  cannot  be 
removed  to  another  State  under  the  Code  (§§  2031,  2032),  upon  the  appli- 
cation of  another  guardian  appointed  there,  who  alleges  in  his  petition  that 
the  ward  has  been  removed  to  that  State. 
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Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Probate  of  Limeetone. 

The  appettant  filed  a  petition  in  the  Court  of  Probate  of 
Limestone  for  the  removal  of  the  guardianship  of  Sarah  M. 
Copeland  to  Tennessee.  The  petition  alleged,  that  the 
father  of  said  Sarah  M.  died  in  Limestone  County  in  this 
State,  which  was  his  place  of  residence,  leaving  a  widow 
and  four  children ;  that  letters  of  administration  were  gran- 
ted on  his  estate,  by  the  Court  of  Probate  of  Limestone,  to 
one  William  Crenshaw,  and  letters  of  guardianship  on  the 
estate  of  said  Sarah  M.  were  granted  by  said  .court  to  Wil- 
liam S.  Wimberly  ;  that  said  widow,  who  was  the  mother  of 
said  Sarah  M.,  afterwards  intermarried  with  one  Joseph 
Menafee,  and  has  removed,  with  her  said  husband,  to  White 
County  in  the  State  of  Tennessee,  carrying  with  her  the  said 
Sarah  M.,  who  is  an  infant  under  the  age  of  five  years ;  that 
the  petitioner  was  duly  appointed  guardian  of  said  Sarah  M. 
by  the  Quarterly  Court  of  said  County  of  White  in  the  State 
of  Tennessee,  which  was  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
and  that  he  had  given  bond  and  qualified  as  by  law  pre- 
scribed; and  that  petitioner  and  said  Sarah  M.  both  reside  in 
said  county  in  the  State  of  Tennessee. 

The  resident  guardian^of  the  said  ward  and  the  adminis- 
trator of  her  father's  estate,  both  of  whom  were  alleged  to 
have  in  their  hands  property  belonging  to  her,  were  made 
defendants  to  the  petition ;  and  the  prayer  of  the  peti- 
tion was,  that  the  petitioner  might  have  leave  to  remove  the 
property  of  his  said  ward  to  Tennessee,  The  defendants 
demurred  to  the  petition,  and  their  demurrer  was  sustained ; 
and  this  judgment  of  the  court  is  now  assigned  for  error. 

Belseb  &  Bice,  for  appellant. 
BoBiNBON  &  Jones,  c(mtra. 

CHILTON,  e.  J.— Section  2031  of  the  Code  provides  for  the 
removal  of  the  person  and  estate  of  a  ward  to  another  State 
by  the  resident  guardian,  upon  complying  with  the  require- 
ments of  said  section,  as  to  making  full  settlement  of  his 
accounts  in  this  State,  producing  the  transcript  of  his  ap- 
poiabnent  in  the  State  to  which  he  desires  to  remove  the 
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guardianship,  and  proof  of  his  having  given  good  security, 
&c.  The  succeeding  section  (2032)  applies  to  cases  where 
the  guardian  and  ward  are  both  non-residents  of  this  State ; 
that  is,  where  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  over  the  ward 
first  attaches  in  another  State  by  the  residence  of  the  ward 
in  that  jurisdiction. 

It  is  very  clear,  that  it  was  not  the  object  of  the  Legislar 
ture  to  put  it  in  the  power  of  any  one  who  might  choose  to 
take  the  ward  williout  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Probate 
Courts  of  this  State,  thereby  to  oust  such  courts  of  their 
jurisdiction,  and  to  compel  a  removal  of  the  guardianship  to 
another  State.  On  the  contrary,  when  the  ward  resides  in 
this  State,  and  a  guardian  has  been  duly  appointed  here, 
the  removal  of  the  ward  to  another  State,  while  the  guar- 
dian and  the  estate  remain  here,  does  not  eonstitnte  such 
non-residence  as  is  contemplated  by  section  20&2.  It  may 
well  admit  of  doubt,  whether  the  ward,  without  the  oonsent 
of  the  guardian,  can  acquire  a  domicil  in  another  State.  Be 
this,  however,  as  it  may,  it  would  be  a  clear  violation  of  the 
rights  of  the  resident  guardian,  to  suffer  him  to  be  removed 
and  to  be  divested  of  the  estate  which  the  law  has  committed 
to  his  management,  merely  because  the  party  seeking  to  oust 
him  may  have  succeeded  in  removing  the  ward  to  anotiier 
State,  and  in  taking  out  letters  of  guardianship  there. 

Upon  an  examination  of  the  facts  contained  in  the  peti- 
tion for  a  removal  of  this  guardianship  to  Tennessee,  it  is 
manifest  that  the  petitioner  fails  to  show  such  a  case  as  falls 
within  the  meaning  of  either  of  the  above  mentioned  sec- 
tions of  the  Code ;  aaid,  as  the  legal  sutEioiency  of  these  facte 
was  submitted  by  the  demurrer  to  the  petition,  we  are  of 
opinion  the  court  very  properly  sustained  the  demurrer. 

Let  the  judgment  be  affirmed* 
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SCOTT  vs.  MYATT  &  MOORE. 

1.  A  written  order,  addreaMd  to  a  mercantile  firm,  in  these  words  :  "  Pleaae 
let  the  bearer,  Mr.  0.,  have  any  little  things  he  may  stand  in  need  of,  and  I 
shall  be  good  for  the  same,''  held  to  be  a  direct,  original  undertaking,  which 
would  continne  until  revoked,  or  until  the  account  was  closed,  and  would 
•mbnce  any  artides,  of  no  great  value,  which  would  oome  under  the  denom- 
ination of  neoeesariea  for  a  person  in  O.'s  condition. 

2.  No  notice  of  acceptance,  or  demand  of  payment,  before  suit  brought,  is 
necessary  to  charge  one  on  whose  written  order  (a  direct,  original  underta- 
king) goods  are  furnished  to  another. 

3.  EvMenee  that  the  goods  were  charged  on  the  merchant's  bookg  to  the  per- 
son to  whom  they  were  Aimished,  and  that  he  afterwards  settled  the  acoonnt, 
by  paying  a  part  in  cash,  and  giving  his  note  for  the  balance,  is  proper  for 
the  consideration  of  the  jury,  in  determining  whether  the  credit  was  given 
to  him ;  but  if  the  goods  were  sold  on  the  faith  of  the  written  order,  the 
rights  and  liaUlities  of  the  parties  must  be  determined  by  it,  and  would  not 
be  aflieoted  by  the  fact  that  the  mercliant  Ireatedit  as  a  collateral,  instead  of 
a  direct  undertaking,  or  that  he  charged  the  goods  to  the  person  who  obtained 
theuL 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Perry. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  A.  Waleeb.    « 

AssuMPsrr  by  Myatt  &  Moore  against  James  Scott,  to 
recover  the  amount  of  an  account  of  $120  for  goods,  wares  and 
merchandise.  On  the  trial,  the  plaintiffs  prored,  and  read  in 
evidence  to  the  jury,  a  written  order  of  which  the  following  is 
a  copy  : 

^^  Messrs.  Myatt  &  Moore :  Please  let  the  bearer^  Mr.  Orr, 
have  any  little  things  he  may  stand  in  need  of,  and  I  shall  be 
good  for  the  same.  Very  respectfully, 

January  8, 1860.  James  Scott." 

Plaintiffs  then  offered  testimony,  tending  to  show  thai  they 
had  sold  goods,  wares  and  merchandise  to  said  Orr,  from  the 
19th  January,  1850,  until  the  1st  of  January,  1851,  amounting 
to  $105  80 ;  that  said  goods  were  sold  to  said  Orr  on  the  faith 
of  said  written  order,  and  that  Orr  was  a  stranger  to  them  ; 
but  there  was  no  proof  that  plaintifb  had,  at  any  time,  given 
notice  to  defendant  that  they  were  selling,  or  had  sold,  any 
goods  to  said  Orr  on  the  faith  of  said  order ;  and  there  was  ^  no 
82 
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proof  showing  any  demand  of  payment  for  said  goods,  from 
said  defendant,  at  any  time,  otherwise  than  by  the  bringing  of 
this  suit.  The  defendant  then  proved,  that  the  goods  so  sold 
and  delivered  to  said  Orr  were  all  charged  to  said  Orr  alone  on 
plaintiffs'  books,  and  not  to  defendant ;  that  Orr  had  settled 
said  accv^unt,  on  the  27th  Febrnary,  1861,  by  paying  $60  in 
cash,  and  giving  his  note  for  the  balance,  dated  February  27, 
1851,  and  due  one  day  after  date,  with  intere^t  from  January 
1, 1851.  This  note  was  produced  by  plaintiff,  on  notice  from 
defendant,  and  was  proved  to  be  unpaid.  Defendant  also 
proved,  that  said  Orr,  in  the  fall  of  the  year  1851,  went  to 
Texas,  and  had  not  since  returned.  *'  There  was  no  proof  to 
show  that  Orr  was  in  need  of  the  articles  bought,  except  that 
plaintifis  were  merchants,  and  that  Orr  delivered  the  order  to 
them,  applied  for  and  bought  the  goods,  and  the  character  and 
quality  of  the  goods  sold  to  him ;  the  same  being  articles  of 
men's  clothing,  tobaccO;  &c." 

On  this  evidence  the  court  charged  the  jury,  that  the  instru- 
ment sued  on  in  this  case  was  not  a  collateral  guaranty,  but 
was  a  direct  obligation,  from  defendant  to  plaintiffs,  to  pay  for 
the  goods  bought  by  said  Orr,  and  that  plaintiff  could  maintain 
this  suit,  without  proof  of  notice  of  the  acceptance  of  the  order 
by  plaintiffs,' or  of  the  sale  of  goods  to  said  Orr  on  the  faith 
thereof,  or  any  demand  of  payment  before  suit  brought ;  that 
the  settlement  of  the  account  by  Orr,  by  paying  $60  in  cash^ 
and  giving  his  note,  due  one  day  after  date,  for  the  balance,  did 
not  discharge  defendant  from  liability,  if  otherwise  liable,  as  to 
the  balance  of  the  account  unpaid,  under  his  obligation  to  plain- 
tifi,  unless  said  note  had  been  paid. 

The  defendant  excepted  to  each  part  of  this  charge,  and 
asked  the  court  to  give  the  following  charges  : 

1.  That,  if  they  believed  that  plaintiffs,  after  they  had  re- 
ceive^  defendant's  said  written  order,  sold  the  goods  embraced 
in  their  account  to  said  Orr,  charged  said  Orr  alone  with  them 
on  their  books,  and  then  settled  said  account  with  him  as  shown 
in  the  evidence,  these  acts  of  plaintiffs  would  show  that  they  had 
treated  said  order  as  a  collateral  undertaking,  and  then  plain- 
tifb  could  not  recover^  without  proof  of  notice  to  defendant  that 
his  guaranty  had  been  accepted. 

2*  That|  if  tber^  was  no  eyiclenpe  that  plaintifff,  after  receiv- 
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ing  said  order,  gave  notice  to  defendant  that  thej  aooepted  the 
same,  or  that  they  wero  gelling  goods  to  said  Orr  on  the  faith  of 
it,  but  sold  said  goods  to  said  Orr,  charged  them  on  their  books 
to  him,  applied  to  him  for  settlement  of  the  acoonnt,  receired 
$60  in  cash  from  him,  and  took  his  note  for  the  balance,  due 
one  day  after  date,  then  plainti£fs  could  not  recover. 

S.  That  the  instrument  sued  on  is  a  collateral,  and  not  a  pri* 
mary  obligation,  from  defendant  to  plaintiffs. 

4.  That  the  burthen  of  proof  is  on  the  plaintiffs,  to  show 
that  said  Orr  stood  in  need  of  the  articles  sold  to  him  by  plain- 
tiffs. This  charge  the  court  gave  ;  and  defendant  then  asked 
the  court  to  charge,  that  if  the  only  proof  in  the  case,  on 
this  point,  was,  '^  that  plain tiflb  were  merchants,  and  that  Orr 
delivered  the  order  to  them,  applied  for  and  bought  the  goods, 
and  the  character  and  quality  of  the  goods  sold  to  him,  the  same 
being  articles  of  men's  clothing,  tobacco,  &c.,"  this  proof  would 
not  be  sufficient  to  entitle  plaintiffs  to  a  recovery ;  which  charge 
the  court  refused  to  give. 

The  defendant  excepted  to  these  several  refusals  to  charge  as 
requested ;  and  he  now  assigns  for  error  the  several  rulings  to 
which  he  excepted,  as  above  shown. 

I.  W.  Garkott,  for  appellant: 

1.  The  instrument  sued  on  is  a  guaranty ••— Goodman  v. 
Parish,  2  McCord  269.  The  case  of  Bates  v.  Starr,  6  Ala. 
697,  though  somewhat  similar,  is  not  precisely  the  present ;  and 
that  case,  it  is  submitted,  is  not  correct.  The  case  thereb 
cited  (Chase  v.  Day,  17  Johns.  114)  is  not  at  all  in  point. 

2.  But,  if  the  instrument  itself  does  not  show  tiiat  it  was 
intended  as  a  guaranty,  the  circumstances  place  the  matter  be- 
yond doubt ;  and  the  intention  of  the  parties,  as  shown  by  the 
proof,  must  determine  the  nature  of  the  transaction. — Story  on 
Contracts,  p.  754  §  858 ;  11  U.  S.  Digest,  p.  247  §  15.  The 
facts  that  the  plaintiffs  below  charged  the  goods  to  Orr  alone, 
called  upon  him  for  payment,  received  from  him  a  part  payment 
in  cash,  and  took  his  note  for  the  balance ;  the  absence  of  any 
notice  of  acceptance  of  tho  guaranty,  or  of  the  amount  of  the  ac- 
count contracted  ;  and  that  no  demand  was  made  before  l^ringing 
suit :  all  these  facts  show  conclusively,  that  plaintiflb  below  re* 
garded  Orr  as  primarily  liable  to  them,  and  Scott  as  collaterally 
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liable. — ParsoDfl  on  Contracts,  p.  499 ;  Barge  on  Snretyahip,  pp. 
22,  28 ;  Babcock  ▼.  Bryant,  12  Pick.  133  ;  Matthews  v.  Milton, 
4  Yerger  676 ;  Watson  y.  Wharam,  2  Term  R.  80. 

8.  Scott's  undertaking  bt  ing  thus  shown  to  be  collateral,  he 
was  entitled  to  notice  of  acceptance  of  his  guaranty ;  and 
as  it  was  shown  that  no  notice  was  given  him,  he  is  not  bound. 
Story's  Con.  §  873 ;  Parsons'  Con.  601 ;  Chitty's  Con.  207, 
note  1 ;  Louisville  Man.  Co.  v.  Welch,  10  How.  U.  S.  R.  461 ; 
22  Pick.  228,  228  ;  Lawson  v.  Townes,  2  Ala.  873. 

4*  The  debt  not  having  been  paid  at  maturity,  Scott  was  en- 
titled to  notice  thereof,  and  the  bringing  of  the  suit  is  not  suffi- 
cient notice. — Courtis  v.  Dennis,  7  Metcalf  618.  Scott  having 
received  no  notice,  until  after  Orr  had  gone  to  Texas,  he  could 
not  indemnify  himself ;  he  was  discharged,  therefore,  because 
iigury  was  done  him. — Stcry's  Con.  §  874. 

6*  Orr  gave  his  note,  due  one  day  after  date,  for  the  debt, 
and  this  novation  or  change  of  the  debt  discharged  Scott. — 
Chitty  on  Contracts,  pp.  628,  629 ;  Story's  Con.  §  870. 

6.  This  was  not  a  continuing  guaranty.  It  does  not  appear 
ihat  Scott  so  intended  it.  The  articles  furnished  were  not  only 
to  be  ^^  little  things,"  but  such  little  things  as  Orr  then— at 
the  date  of  the  order,  and  not  in  all  time  to  come — needed. 
Plaintiflfs  had  no  right,  without  any  notice  whatever  to  Scott,  to 
sell  Orr  goods  for  more  than  a  year. — Creener  v.  Higginson,  1 
Mason  328  (836) ;  Rogers  v.  Warner,  8  Johns.  119 ;  White  v. 
Reed,  16  Conn.  467  (466)  ;  Whitney  v.  Groot,  24  Wend.  84. 

7.  The  refusal  of  the  court  to  charge  that  the  facts,  all  of 
which  are  set  out  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  were  not  sufficient  to 
show  that  Orr  needed  the  articles  furnished  him,  was  wrong. — 
The  same  proof  would  have  enabled  him  to  set  up  a  clothing 
store  at  Scott's  expense. 

8.  Suppose,  instead  of  giving  the  writing  sued  on,  Scott  had 
used  the  same  words  verbally  to  plaintiffs,  in  the  presence  or 
absence  of  Orr  ;  and  thereupon  Orr  had  bought  the  goods, 
which  were  charged  to  him,  and  for  which  he  afterwards  settled, 
and  then  left  the  country.  Would  not  the  case  be  within  the 
statute  of  frauds  1  and  could  plaintifi  recover  against  Scott  t 
Parsons  on  Contracts,  p.  499 ;  Surge  on  Suretyship,  p.  22 ; 
12  Pick.  183 ;  4  Yerger  676 ;  2  Term  R.  80.  If  this  position 
is  eorrtot^  it  showp  that  Scott's  imd^rtaki^j  was  ooUatermli  and 
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not  primary.    The  writing  does  not  alter  the  character  of  the 
transaction  ;  it  is  (mlj  eyidence  of  it. 

» 
Joseph  R.  John,  contra  : 

1.  The  instrument  on  which  the  action  is  founded,  is  not  a 
collateral,  hut  a  direct  undertaking  on  Scott's  part  to  pay  for 
the  goods  which  Myatt  &  Moore  might  let  Orr  have  under  it. 
Therefore,  no  notice  cf  acceptance,  or  demand  of  payment,  was 
necessary. — Bates  r.  Starr,  6  Ala.  697  ;  Oliver  v.  Hire  &  Lo 
Baron,  14  ib.  250 ;  Donley  r.  Camp,  22  ib.  659 ;  40  Law 
Lib-  87  (29). 

2.  The  note  given  by  Orr  did  not  extinguish  or  affect  Scott's 
liability :  the  note  was  not  paid ;  it  was  not  taken  in  satisfaction 
or  extinguishment  of  Scott's  liability  ;  there  was  no  extension 
of  time,  and  no  new  consideration. — Muldon  v.  Whitlock,  1 
Cow,  290,  806. 

3.  The  contract  was  a  continuing,  as  well  as  a  direct  under- 
taking, and  bound  Scott  until  he  gave  plaintiff's  notice  to  fur- 
nish no  more  goods  on  its  credit. — Pitman  on  Principal  and 
Surety  (40  Law  Lib.),  89  (29) ;  2  Bouv.  Inst.  69  §  1394  ; 
Parsons  on  Contracts,  p.  508  ;  Graham  v.  O'Neill,  2  Hall's 
Rep.  474. 

4.  The  last  charge  requested  was  properly  refused,  because 
the  court  could  not  pass  on  the  suflBciency  of  the  evidence : 
that  was  a  question  for  the  jury  exclusively. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— We  must  hold  the  writing  which 
was  the  foundation  of  this  action  a  direct  undertaking  on  the 
part  of  the  appellant.  He  engages  to  be  '^  good,"  that  is, 
responsible,  to  the  appellees,  "  for  any  little  things  Orr  may 
stand  in  need  of ;"  and  under  the  decisions  in  Bates  v.  Starr, 
6  Ala.  697,  and  Oliver  v.  Hire  and  LeBaron,  14  Ala.  690,  the 
engagement  was  not  a  collateral,  but  a  direct  promise ;  and 
this  being  the  case,  no  notice  of  acceptance,  or  demand  of  pay- 
ment, was  necessary. — Donley  v.  Camp,  22  Ala.  659 ;  Mat- 
thews V.  Christian,  12  S.  &  M.  595  ;  Carson  v.  Hill,  1  Mc- 
Mullan  76  ;  Whitney  v.  Groot,  24  Wend.  82. 

It  is  urged,  however,  that  the  nature  of  the  transaction  may 
be  determined  by  the  circumstances ;  and  the  evidence  that  the 
goods  were  charged  to  Orr, — that  the  account  was  settled  with 
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him, — part  paid  in  cash,  and  his  note  taken  for  the  residae,  show 
that  it  was  a  collateral  engagement.  We  agree  that  these  facts 
were  proper  to  be  looked  to  by  the  jury,  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  whether  credit  was  given  to  Orr  alone ;  for  the 
reason,  that  if  snch  was  the  case,  no  recovery  could  be  had, 
the  plainti&  below  not  having  acted  upon  the  order ;  and  if 
they  let  the  goods  go  without  reference  to  it,  and  solely  upon 
the  credit  of  the  party  who  received  them,  they  would  not  be 
allowed,  on  his  failure  to  pay,  to  look  to  an  assurance  which  did 
not  influence  their  acts.  But  the  evidence  tends  to  show,  that 
the  goods  were  sold  upon  the  faith  of  the  order  ;  and  the  ques* 
tion  therefore  is,  whether  the  testimony  first  referred  to  can 
change  the  legal  effect  of  the  writing,  if  acted  on.  We  have 
found  no  case  which  goes  thus  far  ;  and  it  would  be  in  conflict 
with  all  the  rules  of  law,  in  relation  to  contradicting  written 
instruments  by  parol  evidence.  There  are  many  cases,  where 
the  promise  was  a  verbal  one,  when  the  acts  of  the  parties  are 
admitted  to  explain  ;  and  if  equivocal  expressions  were  used 
in  a  written  undertaking,  then  it  would  be  open  to  explanation. 
This  was,  in  effect,  the  reasoning  of  Bayley,  J.,  in  Simpson  r. 
Penton,  2  Cromp.  &  Mees.  480  ;  but  here,  under  the  force  of 
our  own  decisions,  we  are  bound  to  construe  the  writing  as  an 
original  undertaking ;  there  is  no  ambiguity,  and  that  being 
the  case,  the  only  inquiry  is,  has  it  been  acted  upon  by  the  ap- 
pellees ?  If  they  parted  with  the  goods  on  the  faith  of  it,  it 
makes  no  difference  to  whom  they  were  charged,  as  the  rights 
of  the  parties  must  be  determined  by  the  writing ;  and  the  fact 
that  it  was  treated  by  those  to  whom  it  was  addressed  as  a  col- 
lateral, instead  of  a  direct  undertaking,  cannot  change  it  into 
the  former.  It  follows  from  what  we  have  said,  that  the  pay- 
ment by  Otr  of  a  part  in  cash,  and  giving  his  note  for  the  bal- 
ance, did  not  affect  the  liability  of  the  appellant  for  the  amount 
remaining  unpaid,  unless  the  note  was  received  in  satisfaction  of 
the  balance  due ;  and  of  this,  the  mere  taking  of  the  note  was 
not  sufficient  evidence. — Abercrombie  v.  Mosely,  9  Port.  145  ; 
Mnldon  v.  Whitlock,  1  Cowen290;  Edwards  v.  Deifendoif, 
5  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  898  ;  Johnson  v.  Cleaves,  15  N.  H.  382  ; 
Gordon  v.  Price,  10  Ired.  885. 

Neither  do  we  think  that  the  words  can  fairly  be  supposed  to 
pMtD,  that  Orr  was  only  to  have  such  articles  as  be  aotoally 
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Stood  in  need  of.  Wc  are  not  tied  down  to  a  Btrict  and  literal 
interpretation  of  instruments  of  this  charaoter,  but  must  adopt 
the  construction  which,  without  forcing  or  doing  violence  to  the 
language  used,  ascribes  the  most  reasonable,  probable  and 
natural  conduct  to  the  parties,  (Bell  v.  Bruen,  1  How.  Sup.  Ct. 
169, 186) ;  and  it  is  not  to  be  supposed,  that  when  a  man  gives 
an  order  like  this,  the  other  party  is  bound  to  inquire,  and  as- 
certain with  certainty,  before  he  acts  upon  it,  whether  the  per- 
son in  whose  favor  it  is  given  absolutely  needa  the  goods.  A 
jnat  and  reasonable  construction  of  the  terms  of  the  order,  in 
our  opinion,  would  extend  it  to  any  articles  of  no  great  value, 
which  would  come  under  the  denomination  of  necessaries  for  one 
in  the  condition  of  Orr ;  and  as  the  account  included  articles  of 
clothing,  a  general  charge  that  a  recovery  could  not  be  had  for 
the  items  of  the  account,  would  have  been  improper. 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  writing  is  con- 
tinuing in  its  character.  The  words  are,  ^^  let  the  bearer,  Mr. 
Orr,  have  any  little  things  he  may  stand  in  need  of,  and  I  shall 
be  good  for  the  same.''  It  is  limited  in  two  particulars ;  and 
had  the  promisor  intended  to  have  confined  it  to  such  articles 
as  Orr  required  at  the  time  it  was  drawn  or  presented,  he  should 
have  used  words  which  would  have  expressed  his  intention  more 
clearly.  The  rule  is,  that  where  the  language  is  susceptible  of 
two  meanings,  it  should  be  taken  most  strongly  against  the  guar- 
antor, and  in  favor  of  the  party  who  has  parted  with  his  pro- 
perty upon  the  faith  of  the  interpretation  most  favorable  to  his 
rights. — 2  How.  Sup.  Ct.  426,  460,  and  cases  there  cited. 
Here,  as  we  have  said,  the  accountability  of  the  appellant  is 
limited  in  two  respects  ;  but  there  are  no  words  of  limitation  as 
to  the  time  it  is  to  continue.  The  articles  to  be  supplied  are 
those  which  Orr  *^may  stand  in  need  of;"  and  the  word  "  may" 
can  certainly  as  appropriately  be  referred  to  the  future,  as  the 
present  wants.  Such,  we  think,  would  be  the  ordinary  under- 
standing, and  upon  any  other  construction  it  would  be  liable  to 
mislead.  Wo  must,  for  these  reasons,  hold  the  order  as  contin- 
uing, until  the  account  was  closed,  or  the  order  revoked  by  the 
appellant. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 
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PRATER'S  ADM'R  vs,  DARBY. 

L    la  oivQ  cafle%  no  enon  will  be  noiieed  which  are  not  anigned. 

2.  An  abflolate  bill  of  aale  of  slayes,  and  a  bond  executed  oontenporaaeoiuly 
by  the  yendee  (to  his  vendor)  conditioned  that  he  shall  emancipate  them, 
most  be  conridered  together  as  fomUng  bat  on  agreement 

S.  The  owner  of  certafai  alavee,  being  aboat  to  remove  with  them  to  Illinois 
for  the  pnrpcee  of  emancipating  them,  convejed  them  hj  abaolnte  liifl  of 
sale  to  another,  and  took  from  him  at  the  same  time  a  bond,  conditioned  that 
he  shonld  emancipate  them  when  reasonable  compensation  had  been  made  to 
him  ibr  his  trouble  and  expenses  with  them :  Held,  that  inasmuch  as  ttiere 
was  nothing  on  the  fhoe  of  flie  bond  requiring  the  obligor  to  emancipate  tte 
aUves  in  this  State,  his  uadertakmg  wns  not  void,  bat  fonned  a  lofielflai 
consideration  for  the  biU  of  sale. 

4.  The  case  of  Trotter  v.  Blocker  and  Wife,  6  Porter  269,  overroled,  as  to  the 
principle  stated  in  the  first  clause  of  the  fifth  head-note,  which  asaerts  tiiat 
the  oonstitutional  delegation  of  authority  to  the  Legidatore  <*to  pass  laws  to 
permit  the  owners  of  fllares  to  entaaoipate  them,"  '*  i$  eqmvalemt  to  a'pmi' 
twe  inhibition  of  the  right  of  the  owner  to  emaneipaU  than  e»cept  only 
under  such  regulations  as  the  Legislature  may  prescribe. 

Erbob  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Lauderdale. 
Tried  before  tlie  Hon.  Thomas  A.  Walkeb. 

Detinue  for  certain  slaves,  bj  the  administrator  of  Martha 
Prater,  deceased,  against  Drucilla  Darby.  The  pleas  were, 
the  geberal  issue  and  the  statute  of  limitations.  It  is  unneces- 
sary to  notice  the  other  pleadings,  as  they  have  no  connection 
with  the  errors  assigned,  which  only  relate  to  the  matters 
shown  by  the  bill  of  exceptions. 

**  The  evidence  showed,  that  on  the  1 4th  of  January,  1826, 
in  Lauderdale  County,  Alabama,  and  at  the  same  time  and 
place,  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  Martha  Prater,  and  one  Richard 
Darby,  respectively  executed  and  delivered  the  following  instru- 
ments : 

^^  State  of  Alabama,  )  Received  of  Richard  Darby  five 
Lauderdale  County,  f  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars,  in 
notes,  for  a  negro  woman  named  Rachel,  about  twenty-five  yeara 
of  age,  and  her  three  children,  Eliza,  about  eight  years  of  age, 
William,  about  five  years  of  age,  Thomas,  about  three  years  of 
age ;  the  right  and  title  of  said  negroes  sold,  warranted  and  de- 
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fended  forerer,  againflt  myeelf,  my  heirs,  execators,  adnnnutra- 
ton,  and  all  other  penons  whatsoever.  Witness  my  band  and 
seal,  January  14th,  1826.  her 

Test.    JosKPH  Phillips,  Martha  X  Pbater.'' 

Thomas  M.  Phillips.  mark 

'^  Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  Richard  Dart^,  of 
the  State  of  Alabama,  and  County  of  Lauderdale,  am  held  and 
firmly  boind,  in  tiie  penal  sum  of  one  thousand  and  fifty  dollars, 
well  and  tmly  to  be  made  to  Martha  Prater.  I  bind  my  heirs, 
executors,  admbistrators  and  assigns,  firmly  by  these  presents. 
Sealed  with  seal,  and  dated  this  14th  of  January,  1826. 

<^The  condition  of  the  aboTO  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the 
above  bound  Riohard  Darby  doth  liberate  and  set  free  a  cer- 
tain negro  woman,  named  Rachel,  and  her  children,  when  a  rea- 
sonable oompensation  is  made  to  the  above  bound  Darby  for  his 
trouble  and  expenses  that  the  said  Darby  is  at  with  the  above 
named  negro  woman  and  her  children,  then  the  above  obligation 
to  be  void  ;  otherwise,  to  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue. 

Signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  ) 
in  presence  of  us,  the  day  and  y  Richard  Darbv.  [Seal.] 
date  above  written.  ) 

Test.    Joseph  Phillips, 
Thos.  M.  Phillips. 

^^  The  proof  showed,  also,  that  the  negroes  mentioned  in  said 
bond  and  bill  of  sale,  who  then,  and  for  a  long  time  prior  there- 
to, had  belonged  to  Martha  Prater,  were  then  delivered  to  said 
Richard  Darby,  and  continued  in  his  possession  until  be  died  in 
December,  1834;  that  the  negroes  sued  for  are  the  negroes 
named  in  said  bond  and  bill  of  sale,  and  are  in  the  possession  of 
the  defendant,  who  obtained  them  through  the  will  of  said 
Richard  Darby,^'  which  contains  the  following  clause  in  rela- 
tion to  them :  "And  I  give  her  (his  wife  Drucilla)  my  three  ne- 
groes, viz.,  Lige,  William  and  Tom,  to  labor  for  her  support 
and  the  benefit  of  my  children  ;  and  I  also  give  her  my  crop  on 
hand ;  all  of  said  several  bequeaths  and  gifts  to  be  held  and  en- 
joyed by  her  during  her  natural  life,  and  after  her  death  an 
equal  division  to  be  made  of  all  that  she  leaves  among  all  my 
children."  *  *  "And  it  is  my  desire  that  each  of 
my  negro  boys,  viz.,  Lige,  William  and  Tom,  be  emancipated 
at  the  age  of  twenty-eight  years ;  to  be  effected  in  that  manner 
which  my  executors  can  justifiably  and  lawfully  do." 
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^^  There  was  eTidence,  also,  tendiDg  to  show  that,  at  the  time 
and  place  when  and  where  said  instruments  wete  ezecated, 
and  after  their  execution,  a  twenty  dollar  Bank  note  was 
handed  by  said  Richard  Darby  to  Martha  Prater,  for 
which  she  handed  over,  and  delivered  up  to  him,  his 
promissory  note  to  her  for  about  $500.  There  was  evidence, 
also,  though  not  clear  and  conclusive,  that  the  said  twenty  dol- 
lar note  was,  in  fact,  Mrs.  Prater's  own  money,  and  not  the 
property  of  said  Darby.  The  proof  showed,  that  Mrs.  Prater, 
prior  to  said  14th  of  January,  1826,  and  at  that  time,  owned 
a  number  of  slaves ;  that  she  had  entertained  a  fixed  and  fre- 
quently  expressed  purpose  of  emancipating  them ;  that,  at  the 
time  said  contracts  above  specified  were  made,  she  was  on  the 
eve  of  leavmg  this  State  for  Illinois,  with  the  view,  and  Cu:  the 
purpose,  of  efiectiog  her  design  to  emancipate  them  ;  that  said 
woman  Rachel  had,  at  that  time,  a  husband  in  this  county,  who 
belonged  to  some  other  person  residing  here ;  that  Mrs.  Prater 
left  for  Illinois  on  ^aid  14th  of  January,  1826,  and  remained 
there  until  her  death  in  1834;  that  no  administration  was 
granted  on  her  estate,  in  this  State,  until  1844;  that  said 
Richard  Darby  died  in  this  county,  in  December,  1884.  There 
was  proof  tending  to  show  declarations,  made  by  said  Darby 
long  subsequent  to  the  date  of  said  contracts,  to  the  effect  that 
he  intended  to  free  said  negroes,  and  to  carry  out  his  contract 
with  Mrs.  Prater  in  good  faith.  There  was,  also,  evidence 
tending  to  show  that,  according  to  the  cotemporaneous  under- 
standing and  agreement  of  the  parties,  the  said  Darby  was  to 
be  compensated  for  his  trouble  and  expense  in  raising  and  free- 
ing said  slaves  by  their  services." 

"  The  court  charged  tho  jury  as  follows :  If  the  jury  believe 
from  the  proof  that  Martha  Prater  was  of  sound  mind,  and 
voluntarily  made,  executed  and  delivered  the  negroes  and  bill  of 
sale  read  in  evidence  to  Richard  Darby,  and  under  this  sale  and 
contract  said  Darby  held  the  uninterrupted  possession  of  said 
negroes,  from  January  14,  1826,  to  1834,  the  year  when  both 
Martha  Prater  and  said  Darby  died,  then  plaintiff,  as  adminis- 
trator of  Martha  Prater,  cannot  recover  in  this  action,  notwith- 
standing said  Darby  did  execute  said  bond  at  the  same  time, 
by  which  he  obligated  himself  to  set  the  negroes  free  according 
to  the  terms  of  said  bond.    Tho  court  stated  to  the  jury,  before 
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and  at  the  tioie  this  charge  was  giveni  that  the  same  was  given 
with  reference  to,  and  in  view  of,  all  the  facts  occarring  at  the 
tiiae  said  instruments  were  executed,  including  the  evidence  in 
relation  to  the  payment  of  money,  the  taking  of  a  note,  &c.; 
and  plaintiflf  thereupon  excepted  to  said  chaigc." 

^^The  plaintiff  then  requested  the  court  to  charge,  that,  if 
said  bond  and  bill  of  sale  were  executed  at  the  same  time  and 
place,  they  constitute  but  one  contract ;  and  if  only  $20  was 
paid  by  Darby  to  Mrs.  Prater,  and  the  jury  believe  that  that 
sum,  in  fact,  belonged  to  Mrs.  Prater,  and  not  to  Darby,  then 
Uie  contract  between  the  parties  was  illegal  and  void,  and  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  recover,  unless  barred  by  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations ;  which  charge  the  court  refused  to  give,  and  charged 
the  jury,  instead  thereof,  ^that  said  instruments,  if  executed  at 
the  same  time  and  place,  did  constitute  but  one  contract ;  and 
taking  the  same  in  connection  with  all  the  evidence  of  facts 
occurring  at  the  time,  if  the  proof  showed  Darby's  continuous 
possession  of  the  negroes  for  six  years,  from  January  14,  1826, 
to  1884,  then  plaintiff  cannot  recover.'  To  this  charge,  and  to 
the  refusal  to  charge  as  requested,  plaintiff  excepted. 

^^  The  plaintiff  then  requested  the  court  to  charge,  that,  if 
the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  only  money  paid  by 
said  Darby  to  Mrs.  Prater  was  $20,  then  this  small  amount, 
when  contrasted  with  the  value  of  the  slaves  transferred,  and 
when  connected  with  said  Darby's  bond,  if  that  bond  was 
executed  at  the  same  time  with  the  bill  of  sale,  shows  that  the 
contract  was  not  a  valid  bargain  and  sale  of  the  negroes,  but 
was  an  illegal  and  void  contract;  which  charge  the  court 
refused,  and  plaintiff  thereupon  excepted. 

^^  The  plaintiff  then  asked  the  court  to  charge,  that,  if  the 
jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that,  at  the  time  said  bond  and 
bill  of  sale  were  made,  said  Darby's  note  for  about  $500  was 
taken  up  by  $20,  then  paid  by  said  Darby,  and  that  said  note 
was  given  as  the  consideration  of  said  bill  of  sale,  and  that  said 
$20,  in  fact,  belonged  to  Mrs.  Prater,  then  the  statute  of 
limitations  did  not  begin  to  run,  until  Darby  did  some  act 
evincing  his  intention  to  hold  said  negroes  absolutely  as  his  own 
property,  and  discharged  of  any  obligation  to  emancipate  them; 
which  charge  the  court  refused  to  give,  and  plaintiff  excepted  to 
tba  refusal* 
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**  The  plaintiff  then  requested  the  court  to  charge,  that,  if 
the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  said  bill  of  sale  and  said 
bond  were  executed  at  the  same  time,  and  were  delivered  bj 
the  parties  respectively  as  part  and  parcel  of  the  same  contract^ 
and  Darby's  said  bond  was  the  only  consideration  for  said  bill  of 
sale,  and  that  Darby  was  to  be  compensated  for  his  trouble  and 
expenses  in  fredng  said  slaves,  by  their  services,  then  said 
contract  was  void,  and  plaintiff  must  recover  unless  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitations  ;  which  charge  the  court  refused,  and 
plaintiff  excepted." 

The  only  error  assigned  is,  that  the  court  erred  as  shown  by 
the  bill  of  exceptions. 

L.  P.  &  R.  W.  Walker,  for  plaintiff  in  error  : 
1.  Mrs.  Prater's  bill  of  sale  and  Darby's  bond  constitute 
but  one  agreement,  and  are  to  be  construed  together. — 1  Green. 
Ev.  p.  821;  3  Phil.  Ev.  1421;  8  Ala.  375;  9  i6.  24;  2 
Deniol29.  The  two  instruments  together  show  the  conditional 
character  of  the  delivery ;  and  then  the  parol  evidence  shows 
that  the  money  consideration  was  less  than  that  recited  in  the 
bill  of  sale.  That  the  parol  evidence  was  admissible,  to  show 
that  the  written  instrument  was  altogether  void,  or  that 
it  never  had  any  binding  efficacy,  see  Corbin  v.  Sistrunk,  19 
Ala.  208;  Dixon  v.  Barclay,  22  ii.  378.  And  that  the 
acknowledgment  in  the  \}ill  of  sale,  as  to  the  consideration,  is 
considered  as  a  receipt  for  money  merely,  and  therefore  open  to 
explanation  by  parol  proof,  see  5  Ala.  224  ;  8  t&.  24  ;  12  ib. 
678.  The  contract  leing  thus  explained  by  the  parol  proof, 
we  must  look,  in  ascertaining  the  intention  of  the  parties,  to  the 
subject-matter  of  the  contract,  the  situation  of  the  parties,  the 
motives  that  led  to  it,  and  the  object  to  be  obtained  by  it. — 
Watts,  ex'r,  v.  Sheppard,  2  Ala.  425.  Thus  viewed,  it  is 
clear  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  free  the  negroes, 
and  that  they  sought  to  consummate  this  object  by  the  contract 
entered  into.  The  sale  of  the  negroes  did  not  constitute  a  sub- 
stantial contract,  distinct  from  Darby's  obligation  to  manumit 
them ;  the  sale  and  the  stipulation  to  free  them  were  both  pro- 
vided for  in  the  agreement,  and  had  reference  to  each  other, 
the  one  depending  on  the  other.  The  bill  of  sale  and  the  obh'ga- 
tion  to  free  the  slaves  constitute  distinct  transactions  provided 
for  by  one  entire  contract,— 2  Stewart  196. 
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2.  Sach  a  contract  is  void,  becaase  of  illegalitj.  The  first 
article  of  the  constitution,  in  regard  to  slaves,  amounts  to  an 
inhibition  of  the  owner's  right  to  emancipate  them,  except  only 
under  such  regulations  as  the  Legislature  may  prescribe. — 6 
Porter  269,  292  ;  13  Ala.,  106;  18  ib.  515.  In  1826,  when 
this  contract  was  made,  no  such  regulations  had  been  prescribed; 
and  this  contract  must  be  construed  in  reference  to  laws  then 
existing,  and  to  no  subsequent  changes. — Alston  v.  Coleman, 
7  Ala.  795.  It  is  not  necessary  that  a  law  should  contain  pro- 
hibitory terms,  or  impose  a  penalty,  to  make  a  contract  in  viola- 
ti(ni  of  it  void.— 6  Ala.  21 ;  9 16.  198  ;  18  ib.  105  ;  1  Conn.  R. 
502 ;  19  Johns.  Sll.  The  contract  was  also  against  public 
policy,  and  therefore  void. — 2  Stewart  175  ;  6  Ala.  20 ;  Chitty's 
Con.  519;  11  Wheat.  261,  271. 

8.  Being  thus  void  for  illegality,  and  as  contravening  public 
policy,  the  plaintiff  can  recover  everything  advanced  upon  it. 
There  is  a  locus  penitentiesy  and  right  of  rescission  and  action. 
Being  void,  the  contract  did  not  divest  plaintiff's  title. — 9 
Porter  154 ;  3  Ala.  87.  No  change  of  property  was  effected 
by  the  contract ;  the  plaintiff  might  have  reclaimed  it,  and 
defendant  could  not  have  been  compelled  to  keep  it  and  perform 
his  agreement  with  reference  to  it. — 10  Ala.  569  ;  11  ih.  659'; 
2  Green.  Ev.  §  111 ;  7  Porter  251 ;  2  Stewart  126. 

4.  The  maxim,  that  where  there  ^  is  an  executed  illegal 
contract,  and  the  parties  are  in  pari  delicto,  the  law  will  not 
interfere,  does  not  apply. — 1  Ala.  450  ;  7  ib.  857.  The 
contract  here  is  not  executed.  An  executed  contract  is  where 
the  illegal  act  agreed  on  has  been  fully  performed — where  the 
delictum  is  complete. — Broom's  Legal  Maxims,  top  p.  210  ;  7 
Porter  251 ;  10  Ala.  567 ;  11  ib.  535,  656 ;  9  Porter  151, 227, 
229  ;  11  Johns.  25  ;  Chitty's  Con.  637  ;  2  Doug.  R.  (4th  ed.) 
697-  The  parties  are  not  in  pari  delicto. — 7  Porter  256  ;  7 
Johns.  433.  The  plaintiff  committed  no  crime  in  making  the 
contract.  It  is  not  nudum  in  se.  The  maxim,  therefore,  docs 
not  apply.  The  contract  is  simply  void  on  principles  of  public 
policy ;  and  in  all  such  cases,  although  the  contract  may  be 
executed,  as  the  parties  do  not  stand  technically  in  pari  delicto, 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover. — 7  Johns.  433  ;  Jacques  v. 
Oolightljr,  2  Black.  R.  1073 ;  7  Term  R.  535.  In  Vischer  v. 
Yates,  11  Johns.  29,  C.  J.  Kent  says:  ^^The  courts  take  a 
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distinction  between  contracts  that  are  immoral  and  crimioal, 
and  such  as  are  simply  illegal  and  void.  Assistance  is  given  to 
the  part;  in  the  latter  case  to  recover  back  his  money."  The 
same  point  is  decided  by  Lord  Kenyon,  in  almost  the  same 
language,  in  Munt  v.  Stokes,  4  Term  R.  561.  Where  the 
action  is  in  a£Srmance  of  an  illegal  contract,  the  object  of  which 
is  to  enforce  the  performance  of  an  engagement  prohibited  by 
law,  such  an  action  can  never  be  maintained ;  bat  where  the 
action  is  in  disaffirmance  of  the  contract,  and  seeks  to  prevent 
the  defendant  from  retaining  the  benefit  derived  from  an 
unlawful  act,  the  plaintiff  can  recover. — 2  Com.  Contracts,  p. 
109,  cited  in  8  Cowen  24- 

6.  Tho  statute  of  limitations  is  no  bar,  unless  Darby  and  his 
executor  have  been  in  the  adverse  possession  of  the  slaves  for  six 
years  since  the  cause  of  action  accrued.  But  Darby^s  posses- 
sion was  not  adverse  ;  the  contract  of  sale,  being  against  public 
policy,  was  but  a  bailment :  no  title  passed  to  Darby  under  it 
(see  authorities  cited  in  third  paragraph,  sttpra).  He  was, 
therefore,  Mrs.  Prater's  bailee,  or  trustee,  sub  modo ;  and  until 
a  trustee  does  some  act  evincing  his  intention  to  annul  the  trust 
or  bailment,  and  to  convert  the  property  to  his  own  use,  the 
^possession  is  not  adverse. — 8  Porter  222 ;  11  Ala.  1043  ;  5  tfr. 
90,  407 ;  8  Yergcr  211 ;  4  ib.  104.  That  this  contract, 
though  illegal,  created  a  bailment  or  trust,  see  6  Ala.  345, 689, 
600 ;  7  Porter  256  ;  4  Kent's  Com.  306  ;  1  Dev.  &  Bat.  Law 
R.  836,  479  ;  2  i6."115.  The  case  of  Hill  v.  Hughes,  1  Dev. 
&  Cat.  836,  was  the  gift  of  a  slave  by  parol,  whereas  tho  act  of 
1806  declared  that  no  gift  of  a  slave  should  be  good  unless  made 
in  writing;  and  the  court  held,  that  the  gift  by  parol  operated 
as  a  bailment  simply,  and  that  no  length  of  possession,  under 
such  gift,  would  raise  a  presumption  of  title  in  the  bailee.  The 
case  in  1  Dev.  &  Bat.  479,  reported  again  in  2  ib.  115,  is  a 
stronger  case,  both  on  the  point  of  bailment  and  the  statute  of 
limitations.  In  these  cases,  the  gift  was  illegal,  as  contravening 
an  express  statute ;  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  contract  is  void, 
because  against  public  policy.  In  neither  case,  therefore,  did 
the  title  pass ;  and  defendant,  being  in  possession  by  sufferance, 
must  be  considered  a9  holding  under  a  bailment.  But,  in  addi- 
tion to  this,  tho  proof  shows  that  the  bailment  was  always 
admitted  by  Darby,  and    was   recognised  in    his  will.    No 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TERM,  1854- 608 

Prater's  Adm'r  ▼.  Darby. 

t  adverse  holding,  in  the  proper  sense  of  that  term,  was  ever 
asserted  or  proved.  Applying  these  principles  to  the  charge  of 
the  court,  it  was  clearlj  calculated  to  mislead  th3  jary ;  for  it 
asserted,  in  effect,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  if  Darby 
had  been  six  years  in  possession,  no  matter  what  may  have  been 
the  facts  occurring  at  the  time  the  instruments  were  executed 
under  which  they  went  into  his  possession. 

William  Cooper,  contra  : 

Darby  took  the  slaves  absolutely,  and  plaintiff  has  no  right 
to  recover.  The  condition  to  liberate  the  slaves  is  void ;  yet 
Darby  may  remove  them  from  this  State  and  liberate  them. — 
Atwood's  Case,  21  Ala.  590;  Black  &  Manning  v.  Oliver,  1  ib. 
449,  where  the  vendee  of  a  slave  woman  gave  bond  to  marry 
and  liberate  her,  and  this  court  held  that  he  took  her  unencum* 
bered.  This  last  case  has  been  recognized  and  affirmed  in 
principle,  in  Corprew  v.  Arthur,  15  Ala.  531,  where  it  is 
ruled,  ''that  when  the  parties  are  in  equal  fault,  in  making  an 
illegal  contract,  better  is  the  condition  of  him  in  possession,'* 
and  the  law  will  aid  neither  touching  the  contract.-~Boyd  v* 
Barclay,  1  Ala.  34;  2  Stewart  175;  Hopper,  adm'r,  v. 
Steele,  18  Ala.  881 ;  Burt  v.  Place,  6  Cowen431 ;  8  Barb.  S. 
C.  R.  449  ;  7  Sm.  &  Mar.  380 ;  4  Peters  184;  11  Mass.  868; 
8  Sm.  &  Mar.  624. 

In  answer  to  the  above  position,  Terrel's  counsel  relies  upon 
the  decision  of  this  court  in  11  Ala.  659  ;  but  that  case  does 
not  conflict  with  our  position  ;  it  does  not,  on  its  face,  purport 
to  overrule  the  cases  above  cited,  and  the  principle  asserted  in 
it  does  not  conflict  with  the  principles  of  those  cases.  In  suits 
respecting  lands,  whoever  sets  up  title  must  hold  it  by  written 
documents ;  and  if  they  are  void  by  statute,  of  course  his 
defence  fails.  But  this  is  not  the  case  with  regard  to  personal 
property ;  slaves,  for  example,  are  taken  by  delivery,  and  held 
by  oral  title,  and  need  no  paper  title  ;  and  the  case  in  11  Ala. 
(p.  659)  is  expressly  put  on  the  ground,  that  the  deed  being 
void,  the  title  still  remained  with  the  grantor.  Money  loaned 
usuriously  cannot  be  recovered  back. — 5  Johns.  Ch.  142 ;  2 
Story's  Eq.  800. 

The  idea  that  there  is  a  locus  pefutentia^  at  which  one  in  pari 
delicto  can  retrace  his  steps,  and  have  back  what  he  has  ille^y 
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disposed  of,  under  the  assamption  of  a  trust  or  bmilm«it|  b 
wholly  untenable  in  this  case.  In  the  case  of  Roehell  t. 
Harrison,  8  Porter  852,  the  owner  of  stares  oonyeyed  tliem,  m 
fraud  of  creditors,  and  contrary  to  statute ;  yet  it  was  heU, 
that  the  title  passed  by  delivery  of  possession,  and  that  tin 
vendee  should  hold  them  against  his*  vendor. —11  Mass.  876 ;  8 
Johns.  616 ;  18  Ala.  881. 

There  is  here  no  distinction  between  malum  in  se  and  malum 
frohibitum :  all  are  void,  being  illegal,  and  the  same  rule 
obtains  as  to  part  drficifo.—l  Ala.  84;  ift.  449;  15  ib.  553; 
18  tb.  828;  6  *.  16;  Pennington  &  Kean  v.  Townsend,  7 
Wend.  280  ;  20  Johns.  397  ;  U.  S.  Bank  v.  Owen,  2  Peters 
527;  7  Johns.  483;  8Cowen20;  A.  195;  1  Parsons  on 
Contracts,  p.  382,  and  note  (a) ;  Jackson  v.  Walker,  5  ffill 
(N.  Y.)  27. 

No  consideration  was  necessary  from  Darby,  as  she  had  a 
right  to  make  a  voluntary  conveyance  of  the  slaves.  But  the 
$500  paid  is  a  sufficient  consideration,  and  estops  her  and  her 
administrator.  Judge  Story  decided,  that  one  dollar  was 
enough  to  bind  a  grantor  to  the  amount  of  upwards  of  $40,000; 
and  that,  if  the  one  dollar  had  not  been  paid,  the  grantor  had  a 
fight  to  it,  and  might  have  it  by  suit. — Lawrence  v.  McAlmont, 
2  How.  (U.  S.)  426  ;  7  Vesey  249 ;  10  ih.  470;   7  tJ.  34. 

Darby  held  adversely  to  Mrs.  Prater.  All  who  hold  by  deed 
alsolute,  hold  against  the  veridee ;  bare  possession  and  claim  of 
right,  without  deed,  is  adverse.— Herbert  v.  Hanrick,  16  Ala. 
595 ;  Hinton  v.  Nelms,  13  ft.  222  ;  Abercrombie  v.  Baldwin, 
15  Ala.  363;  24  Wend.  587. 

If  Mrs.  Prater  had  the  right  to  repudiate  her  deed  of  sale  to 
Darby  (which  we  do  not  concede),  she  should  have  done  so  within 
six  years  from  the  date  of  the  conveyance,  or  she  was  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitations.— Howell  v.  Hair,  15  Ala.  194  ; 
Powell  v.  Wragg  &  Stewart,  13  lb.  161 ;  Sims  v.  Canfield,  2 
ib.  561 ;  11  Wheat.  361 ;  5  Cranch  358 ;  24  Wend.  587 ; 
Humphrey  v.  Terrell,  1  Ala.  650 ;  Brown  v.  Brown,  6  ». 
508;  Williams  v.  Harvey,  3  i6.  371. 

The  cliarge  of  the  court  below,  therefore,  was  correct. 

CHILTON,  C.  J. — Several  questions  have  been  argued 
by  the  counsel  in  this  case,  which  are  not  presented  by 
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the  aasignment  of  errors.  The  mle  which  haa  nuiformly 
obtained  in  this  court,  in  civil  cases,  is,  that  no  errors  will 
be  noticed  which  are  not  assigned.  Confining  onrselves  to 
the  matter  presented  by  the  bill  of  exceptions,  which  alone 
is  insisted  upon  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  as  erroneous,  we 
proceed  at  once  to  consider  the  nature  of  the  agreement 
entered  into  between  Mrs.  Prater  and  Richard  Darby. 

1.  The  bill  of  sale  made  by  Mrs.  Prater,  and  the  bond 
executed  by  Darby  to  her,  referring  to  the  same  subject- 
matter,  and  executed  at  the  same  time  between  the  parties, 
must  be  conmdered  together,  and  as  forming  but  one  agree- 
ment.   What  is  itB  legal  effect  ? 

The  respeetive  counsel  for  both  the  parties  concede,  that 
it  is  void,  but  they  arrive  at  opposite  conclusions  as  to  the 
legal  consequences  growing  out  of  it ;  for  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  insists,  that,  being  void  and  executory,  the  title 
remained  in  Mrs.  Prater,  and  may  be  asserted  by  her 
administrator ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  the  counsel  for  the 
defendant  contends,  that  both  parties  being  equally  in  the 
wrong,  the  condition  of  the  possessor  is  the  better. 

We  have  carefhlly  considered  the  nature  of  the  two  instru- 
ments taken  together,  and  in  connection  with  the  surround- 
ing circumstances,  and  we  are  satisfied  that  both  the  counsel 
have  misconceived  the  legal  effect  of  the  agreement.  Its 
validity  depends  upon  whether  the  undertaking  of  Darby  to 
free  the  slaves,  was  legal ;  for,  if  this  be  valid,  it  forms,  of 
itself,  a  valid  consideration  for  the  bill  of  sale-  There 
would  then  be  a  promise  for  a  promise,  or  rather,  mutual 
obligations,  under  seal,  entered  into  by  the  parties,  the  one 
constituting  the  consideration  for  the  other.  We  repeat,  if 
the  undertaking  of  Darby  was  valid,  there  can  be  no  ques- 
tion that  it  formed  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  bill  of 
sale. 

There  is  nothing  on  the  &ce  of  Darby's  bond  which 
requires  him  to  free  the  slaves  in  this  State  ;  the  undertaking 
is  general,  and  consequently  embraces  any  and  every  mode 
by  which  it  might  lawfully  be  effected*  If,  then,  he  might 
in  any  way  have  lawfully  carried  out  the  undertaking  to 
emancipate,  we  must  intend  that  that  mode  was  in  the  .con- 
tenptatien  of  the  parties ;  for  the  rules  of  consimction 
8« 

Digitized  by  CjOOQ  iC 


606  ALABAMA. 


Prater's  Adm'r  t.  Darby. 


require,  that  wbero  an  agreement  admits  of  two  interpretations, 
we  mast  give  it  that  which  makes  it  avail,  ^^  ut  res  magis  wdeaiy 
juom  pereat.^^  The  parties,  doubtless,  were  aware  that  the 
•taves  oonld  not  be  liberated  in  this  State ;  otherwise,  Mrs. 
Prater  would  at  once  have  emancipated  them.  They  were, 
moreover,  apprised  that  this  could  be  done  by  their  removal  to 
a  free  State ;  for,  with  a  view  of  accomplishing  that  yery 
object,  Mrs.  Prater  was  then  on  the  eve  of  removing  to  the 
State  of  Illinois,  and  left  on  the  day  the  agreement  was  entered 
urto. 

It  cannot  be  denied,  that  Mrs.  Prater  could  have  taken  the 
slaves  with  her,  and  have  liberated  them  in  any  State  whose 
laws  did  not  forbid  it;  neither  will  it  be  controverted,  that  she 
oould  have  retained  and  worked  them  until  they  attained  the 
respective  ages  of  28  years,  and  then  have  sent  them  to  Liberia, 
or  elsewhere,  so  as  to  have  eflbcted  their  emancipation.  If  she 
could  have  done  this  herself,  why  could  she  not  do  it  by 
another  1 

We  had  occasion  to  examine  this  question  very  fully  in  the 
case  of  Atwood's  Heirs  v.  Atwood's  Ex'r,  21  Ala.  590,  and 
there  held,  that  there  was  nothing,  either  in  the  constitution  or 
laws  of  this  State,  forbidding  the  emancipati<m  of  slaves  by 
their  removal  to  a  non-slaveholding  State. 

This  view  disposes  of  the  case ;  for  the  charges  asked  and 
refused  by  the  court  are  based  upon  the  erroneous  idea  that  the 
bill  of  sale  and  bond,  when  construed  together  as  constitudng  but 
one  agreement,  are  void. 

It  will  be  observed,  that  this  is  not  an  attempt  on  the  part  of 
Mrs.  Prater  to  vest  any  rights  in  the  slaves  to  their  freedom  ; 
and  the  agreement,  therefore,  is  not  obnoxious  to  those  decisions 
whioh  hold  that  contracts  and  bequests  of  that  character  are 
void  by  reason  of  the  slave's  incapacity  to  take* 

We  have  been  cited  to  the  case  of  Trotter,  adm'r  &c.,  v. 
Blocker  and  Wife,  6  Port.  260,  as  an  authority  to  prove  that, 
in  virtue  of  the  constitutional  provisions  in  regard  to  the  right 
of  emancipation,  this  right  is  entirely  denied  to  the  citiaen, 
except  as  it  may  be  conferred  by  the  Legislature. 

It  is  conceded  in  that  case,  'Hhat^  the  owner  of  property  is 
firee  toTrelinquish  his  right  to  it,  at  pleasure,  as  a  general 
piopoaitian ;  and  the  maimer  of  iplin(r|uiabmcat,  in  the  abeeooe 
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of  legal  restraints,  must  be  left  to  his  discretion.''  It  was 
farther  conceded,  tbat,  at  common  law,  the  owner  possessed  the 
right  of  setting  at  liberty  his  slaves.  Bat  it  was  held,  that  the 
constitational  provision,  which  declares  that  tho  General 
Assembly  ^^shall  have  power  to  pass  laws  to  permit  the  owners 
of  slaves  to  emancipate  them,  saving  the  rights  of  creditors, 
and  preventing  them  from  becoming  a  pablic  charge,"  was  a 
clear  delegation  of  aathority  to  the  Legislatare,  to  regalate  by 
law  the  emancipation  of  slaves,  ^^and  is  quite  as  potent  as  if 
it  contained  negative  termSy  inhibiting  the  exercise  of  such  a 
fifrhtj  but  in  obedience  to  the  expressed  wiU  of  the  General 
Assembly. ^^  If  this  constrnction  be  correct,  it  woald  seem  to 
follow,  that  every  conceivable  mode  of  emancipation,  other  than 
sach  as  the  Legislatare  may  confer,  is  prohibited  by  Ae 
fundamental  law. 

We  have  examined  this  subject  with  much  care,  and,  although 
reluctant  to  depart  from  a  decision  upon  so  grave  a  constitutional 
question,  yet  we  are  unable  to  perceive  any  just  rule  of 
construction  which  warrants  such  interpretation ;  and,  as  it 
might  lead  to  infinite  mischief,  if  carried  out  in  all  its  bearing 
in  reference  to  the  State  and  Federal  constitutions,  we  feel 
constrained  to  dissent  from  it,  and,  as  to  so  much  of  that  decision 
as  is  expressed  in  the  first  clause  of  the  fifth  head-note,  to 
overrule  it. 

A  few  observations  may  serve  to  show  the  incorrectness  of  the 
construction  given  by  the  court  to  the  constitution  in  that  case; 
and,  first,  it  may  be  observed,  that  it  would  appear  somewhat 
improbable  that  the  peqple,  the  true  source  of  power  in  a 
republican  government,  should  yield  up  to  one  of  the  depart* 
ments  of  the  State  a  natural,  common-law  right,  thus  making 
themselves  ever  afterwards  dependent  upon  the  Legislature  to 
re-invest  them  with  it. 

In  the  next  place,  we  deem  it  too  clear  to  admit  of  argument, 
that  power  given  to  the  General  Assembly  to  legislate  upon 
certain  rights,  so  as  to  control  their  exercise  or  enjoyment, 
cannot  be  construed  legitimately  into  an  abrogation  of  such 
rights.  There  is  no  such  repugnance  between  constitutional 
liberty  and  common-law  rights,  as  that  the  bare  mention  of  the 
latter  in  the  fundamental  laws  of  the  State,  as  proper  subject- 
matter  for  legislation,  should  be  tantamount  to  an  eirpreis 
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negation  of  tbem.  If  the  conBtraction  there  giyen  be  correct, 
then  the  eighteenth  aeetion  of  the  sixth  article,  which  makes  it 
the  duty  of  the  Legislature  to  pass  laws  for  settling  differences 
by  arbitration,  in  the  absence  of  such  laws,  strikes  down  the 
right  which  the  people  possess  of  adjusting  difficulties  in  this 
way* 

The  same  rule,  when  applied  to  the  Federal  constitution, 
would  bhibit  the  State  from  providing  for  the  punishment  of 
counterfeiters  of  the  current  coin  of  the  Union,  and  would  make 
tbe  States  of  the  Union  dependent  upon  the  Federal  Govern* 
ment  {pr  their  republican  forms  of  government,  and  deny  to 
tbem  the  right  of  self-preservation  and  protection ;  since  the 
Federal  constitution  confers  upon  Congresss  power  to  provide 
punishment  for  counterfeiting  the  coin  of  the  United  States,  and 
the  United  States  guaranties  to  each  State  a  republican  form  of 
government,  and  protection  against  invasion  and  domestic 
violence,  &c. 

The  view  we  have  taken  is  conclusive  of  the  case,  and  sh  ows 
that  there  %re  no  errors  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  prejudicial  to 
thf  plaintiff  in  error. 

Let  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 


ELLIOT  vs.  DOE  Ex  Dcm.  EDDINS. 

1.  Where  lands  are  sold  for  taxes  under  tlie  act  of  184S  (Pamphlet  Aete 
lSlff-8,  p.  31),  tiie  oiaiasion  to  oheerre  all  the  reqoMtioiis  of  the  etatirte,  ae 
to  the  adTertlseinent  Ac.,  is  fofal  to  the  purchaeer's  title,  although  bis  deed 
may  oontaiii  all  the  recitals  enomerated  in  the  sizty-eeyenth  eection  of  the 
act 

Afpxal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Tnskaloosa. 
Tried  before  the  Hon*  Turvek  Reavis. 

Ejectmsvt  for  the  west  half  of  the  north-west  qnartw  of 
eeoiion  seventeen,  in  township  twenty-three,  range  four,  east 
Tilt  foot!  f  uftciMiljr  «9|^r  in  tho  opinion. 
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E.  W.  Pkck,  for  the  appellant. 
Obmond  &  N1COL6ON,  confyra. 

OOLDTHWAIT£,  J— The  lesser  of  the  plaintiff  below 
deduced  his  title  from  the  patentee  of  the  land,  by  deed  duly 
execated  on  the  15tb  October,  1860  ;  and  there  is  nathing  19 
the  record  to  show  that  this  deed  was  void  by  reaaon  of  Ae 
adverse  possession  of  ElKott  at  the  time  of  Hs  execution.  The 
only  question,  therefore,  is  as  to  the  validity  of  the  tax  title, 
which  the  defendant  relied  upon  in  the  court  below.  This  title 
rests  upon  Ae  act  of  6th  March,  1848,  whidirMtnirea,  amongst 
other  things,  that  the  lands  on  which  taxes  are  not  paid  shall 
be  advertised  at  the  court-house  door  of  the  county  in  which 
the  lands  lie,  as  well  as  in  a  nswapaper  ;  and  tiiat  the  advertise- 
ment should  show  not  only  the  amount  of  taxes  due,  but  all 
expenses,  including  the  eeats  of  adi^ertiaiag.^^Aels  18tfr,p.  21. 
Neither  of  these  requisitions  was  compKad  with  in  this  cise, 
and  under  our  decisions,  the  omission  was  fatal. — Pope  v.  Hea- 
aeif,$A1a.483;  Lyea v. Hunt,  11  Ala. 215 ;  Seafes V* Alvis, 
12  Ala.  6IT. 

It  has  baen  nsisted  by  the  oonael  for  flie  defttidattt  in  errer, 
that,  as  the  deed  made  by  the  tax  collector  eentaina  die  reeitab 
nentioiied  in  the  67th  section  of  the  act,  it  takes  the  ease  out 
of  die  ndesasually  applicableto  this  oiasscf  cases.  Itistrae, 
the  section  leferred  to  says,  tiwt  the  deed  with  these  rcoitals 
shall  convey  aU  the  title  df  the  owner,  legal  or  equitable ;  but 
we  are  inclined  to  thidc,  diat  huMSnuch  as  the  statate  reqmtee 
the  deed  td  contain  these  recitals,  the  true  meaniag  ia,  that,  in 
addition  to  the  other  requisites,  a  deed  eooilainiag  these  xedtals 
is  neeeesary  ;  it  may  hftvebetn  theiale&tioiiof  theLi^gislatore, 
to  make  the  deed  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts  emitaiasd 
m  the  recitals.  However  tiiis  nay  be,  it  is  nsieoessary  to  decide 
upon  the  present  record,  as  we  cannot  sappose  that  it  eoidd 
have  been  the  inteation  of  die  L^g^ture  to  divest  the  titfe  of 
the  owner,  when  none  of  the  coadidoas  of  the  statute  had  been 
complied  widi,  except  the  making  of  the  deed. 

Judgment  aOrmed. 
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TATE  vs.  SHACKELFORD'S  ADM'R. 

1  Die  ofaanoter  in  which  a  party  saes  must  be  determined  from  the  bodj  of 
the  deolantlon,  and  not  from  his  description  of  himaelf  in  its  caption.  U, 
therefore,  he  deacribea  himself  as  administator  in  right  of  his  wife,  and 
declares  on  a  right  of  action  accruing  to  him  individually,  he  must  be 
regarded  as  suing  in  his  individual  capacity,  and  the  superadded  words  must 
be  held  a  mere  deseriptio  persona  ;  and  upon  his  death,  in  such  case,  the 
ffiit  dionld  be  rerired  in  the  name  of  his  personal  representative. 

Eabpr  to  the  Cironit  Court  of  Cherokee. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  L.  P.  Walkeb. 

WHtTB  &  PAB8OH85  for  plaintiff  in  enor. 
-  J.  B«  Martin,  contra. 

CHILTON,  C.  J.—WUIiam  A.  Shaekelford  eued  tiie  plain- 
tiff  in  error  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  in  the  wanraat 
be  is  described,  ^'  administrator,  in  riglit  of  his  wife,  of  the 
eetBte  <^  George  W.  Hail,  late  of  Cherokee  coon^,  deoeased." 

The  oanae  of  action  endorsed  on  the  warrant,  as  also  that 
declared  upon  in  the  Circuit  Court,  to  which  the  case  was  taken 
by  appeal,  is  a  special  contract,  made  between  Shackelford  and 
Mrs.  Tate,  for  the  services  of  a  slave,  belongmg  to  Hail's 
estate,  in  the  erection  of  a  boat,  for  whdch  service  she  was  to 
pay  the  plaintiff  below  the  sum  of  $62  50.  The  sum  of  two 
Mlars  md  fifty  cents  was  credited  on  the  demand. 
.  Shackelford  having  died  since  this  writ  of  error  was  sued  oat, 
hia  administrator  has  been  made  a  party  ;  and  it  is  insisted  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error,  that  the  suit  should  abate,  becauie 
Shackelford  having  sued  as  administrator,  in  ri^t  of  his  wifoi 
of  HaiPs  estate,  no  interest  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit 
ean  survive  to  his  administrator. 

The  character  in  which  a  party  sues  mast  be  determined,  not 
from  the  description  of  himself,  which  he  gives  in  the  captiai  of 
the  declaration,  but  from  the  body  of  the  pleading ;  in  other 
words,  although  the  plaintiff  may  describe  himself  as  adnunia- 
trator,  yet,  if  he  aver  a  right  of  action  as  an  individualy  whiab 
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Am8  not  accrue  to  him  in  a  fiduciary  character,  he  is  to  be  re- 
garded as  suing  in  his  individual  capacity,  and  the  superadded 
words  ^'  administrator,"  &c.,  are  regarded  as  descriptive  of  the 
person. 

So,  in  Arrington  v.  Hare,  19  Ala.  243,  wc  held,  that  where 
a  plaintiff  styles  himself  executor  or  administrator,  and  declares 
on  a  note  payable  to  himself  in  that  capacity,  but  the  declara- 
tion does  not  aver  that  the  note  was  assets  of  the  estate,  the 
words  "executor  &c."  are  a  descriptio  persoruBy  and  on  the 
death  of  the  plaintiff,  the  suit  is  properly  revived  in  the  name  of 
his  personal  representative.  This  case,  and  the  authorities 
there  cited,  very  clearly  show  that  Shackelford  must  be  regarded 
as  suing  in  his  individual  right,  and  that,  upon  his  death,  the 
suit  may  properly  be  revived  in  the  name  of  his  personal  rep- 
resentative. 

Let  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 


NAPIER  ET  AL.  vs.  BARRY. 

1.  In  trover  for  the  conversion  of  a  slave,  a  witness  who,  as  agent  of  plaintiff, 
brongfatthe  davo  to  this  State,  is  competent  to  prove  his  own  agency  ;  and 
althoorgfa  his  testimony  also  tends  to  show  that  the  slave  was  sold  under 
attachment  against  himself,  saed  oat  by  defendant,  this  does  not  render  Mm 
incompetent,  if  there  is  no  evidence  showing  that  be  consented  to  the  levy 
or  sale. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Franklin. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  E.  Mooke. 

Trover  for  the  conversion  of  a  slave,  by  William  T,  Barry 
against  John  S.  Napier  and  John  Weatherford.  On  the  trial, 
tbe  plaintiff  ofEered  in  evidence  the  deposition  of  a  witness,  who 
test^fed,  that  be,  as  agent  of  plabtiff,  brought  the  shve  firom 
Mississippi  to  Lawrenoe  County,  Alabama ;  and  bis  testimony 
tended  to  prove,  also,  that  the  slave  was  sold  under  attachment 
against  himself,  sued  out  by  the  defendants.    The  defendants 
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objected  to  the  reading  of  this  deposttioD,  but  their  olgectiM 
WM  ovemiled ;  to  whidi  raling  of  the  ooart  they  ezoejpted,  and 
which  they  now  assign  for  error. 

L.  P.  Walkek,  for  the  appellants. 
Lbm0SL  Cook,  contra. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— There  is  no  error  in  the  record.— 
The  witness  was  competent,  in  the  present  case,  to  prove  hia 
own  agency  (Green.  Ev.  §  416) ;  and  c<»ceding  that  the  depo- 
sition  established  the  fact,  that  the  slave  was  sold  under  attach- 
ment against  the  witness,  there  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  he 
consented  to  the  levy  or  sale,  and  the  case  is  thus  brought 
directly  within  the  principle  of  Bush  v.  McOee,  4  Ala.  710. 
Having  no  interest  which  would  disqualify  him,  no  release  was 
necessary. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 


SPENCER,  Adm'r,  vs.  THOMPSON  AND  WIPE, 

1,  When  an  appeal  is  tatoi  imder  the  Code,  and  feciuity  lor  ootta  aierely  is 
giyen,  it  is  only  neceasary  that  the  soiety  should  acknowledge  himadf  liihle 
for  the  costs  of  the  appeal  as  under  the  old  practioe ;  bat  if  a  bond  is  glTen 
to  supersede  the  judgment  (§§  S019,  8041),  it  is  the  duty  of  the  ckA  to 
send  up  a  copy  of  it  with  the  record  (§  8082).  When  the  clerk  merely  certi- 
fies that  the  appellant "  has  giren  bond,  with  A.  B.  security  for  said  appeal,'' 
and  does  not  send  up  a  copy  of  the  bond,  the  appeal  will  be  dismissed  on 
motion. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Probate  of  Toskaloosa. 

Motion  to  diamies  the  appeal.  The  clerk  certifies^  in  b» 
final  oertifioate,  *^  that  said  James  C.  Spencer  gave  bond,  iritii 
Humphrey  B.  Riggers  his  security  for  said  appeal'-* ;  bat  no 
copy  of  the  bond  appears  in  the  transcript. 

E.  W.  Peck,  for  the  motion* 
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'  QEMMrD  fc  NiooLSOV,  contra. 

CHILTON,  C  J.~WiMn  semirityfor  ooats  latMly  is  givm, 
«id«r  die  proyiflioiiB  of  the  Code,  it  is  im\j  neeeesary  that  the 
surety  AoM  aoknowlec^  himeelf  as  sn^  for  the  eost  cl  the 
appeal  in  Ae  partiealar  case,  as  ander  the  old  praotiee.  No 
fixrmal  hood  was  contemplated  by  the  Legislature,  except  in 
cases  where  the  judgment  was  to  be  superseded  as  specified  in 
seotioDS  8019  and  8041-  If  a  supenedeas  bond  has  been  taken, 
it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  olerk  to  send  up  a  copy  of  it  with  the 
reoord.— See  Code,  §  8022. 

In  these  cases,  the  clerk  says  a  bond  was  taken,  but  no  copy 
ef  it  appears  of  record ;  neither  are  we  informed  as  to  iiie 
character  of  the  bond,  so  that  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  say 
whether  it  is  such  as  furnishes  security  for  the  cost ;  and  aa 
the  counsel  for  the  appellaat  deoUnes  a  certi^rwriy  the  appeal 
far  tills  cause  must  he  dissuBseA* 


WALTON,  A]>M^a,  i^^ .  BONH  AM  £t  al. 

L  A  vendee  may  come  into  equity,  to  eigoin  a  jodgment  at  law  on  the  notes 
giyen  for  the  poichaee  money,  upon  alleging  the  vendor's  fraudolentfepresen* 
tations  of  title  in  himBelf,  a  breach  of  hia  warranty  of  tiUe,  and  the  ineol- 
▼ency  of  his  estate. 

2.  A  deed  made  to  hinder,  delay  and  defraud  creditors,  can  only  be  declared 
▼oid  when  attacked  for  the  fraud  ^  neither  the  grantor  liimself,  nor  his 
administrator,  can  set  up  the  fraud  against  a  subsequent  purchaser  from 
him,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  a  good  title  passed  notwithstanding 
flw  deed,  aadthus  preventing  the  pnzohaser  IWmi  ei^oining  a  Judgment  at 
tew  en  the  notes  given  for  the  porehase  moo^y. 

AFfKAZ*  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Montgomery* 
Heard  beftoe  the  Hon.  J.  W.  Lesesve. 

Tbu  appellees  filed  this  bill  to  enjoin  a  judgment  at  Uw, 
reeoTvred  against  them  by  the  appellant,  as  the  adminiitrator 
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of  Samuel  Hamphries,  deceased,  on  a  note  giTen  for  the  pur- 
chase  money  of  a  certain  tract  of  land,  sold  by  said  Humphries 
to  oomplainant  Bonfaam  in  1846,  on  which  note  the  other  oom* 
plainants  were  said  Booham^s  sureties^  The  bill  alleges,  thi(t 
said  Humphries  fraudulently  represented  to  said  Boaham  that 
he  had  a  perfect  title  to  sud  land,  and  conveyed  the  same  to  him 
by  deed  with  warranty  of  title ;  that  Bonham  has  paid  part  of 
the  purchase  money,  and  has  made  impix^yements  on  the  land, 
and  has  opened  thirty  acres  of  it  for  cultiTation ;  that  judg- 
ment has  been  rendered  against  complainants  for  the  balance 
of  the  purchase  money  remaining  unpaid ;  that  Bonham  has 
discovered  since  the  rendition  of  said  judgment,  that  said 
Humphries,  at  the  time  of  said  sale,  had  not  the  legal  title  to 
said  land,  but  had  previously  conveyed  it,  by  deed  duly  recorded, 
bearing  date  February  6, 1889,  to  his  infant  children ;  and  that 
tfie  estate  of  said  Humphries  is  insolvent. 

The  administrator  answered  the  bill,  admitting  its  material 
allegations,  and  setting  up,  in  bar  of  the  relief  sought,  that 
said  conveyance  executed  by  bis  intestate  to  his  minor  children, 
was  so  executed  by  him  for  the  purpose  of  hindering,  delaying 
and  defrauding  his  creditors,  and  was  therefore  void,  and. 
consequently  a  good  title  passed  to  said  Bonham  by  his  purchase. 

The  Chancellor  decreed  in  favor  of  complainants ;  holding 
that  Humphries,  if  alive,  could  not  set  up  his  own  fraud,  and 
that  the  same  disability  rested  on  his  administrator  ;  and  citing 
Roden  v.  Murphy.  10  Ala.  804,  and  Marler  v.  Marler,  6  Ala. 
867-    This  decree  is  now  assigned  for  error* 

Nat.  Harris,  for  the  appellant. 
Oeoros  W.  Stone,  contra. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J — The  equity  of  the  bill  rests  upon 
the  allegations  of  the  sale  of  land  by  Humphries,  the  intestate 
of  the  defendant,  to  the  complainant,  with  warranty  of  title ; 
the  fraudulent  representations  on  the  part  of  the  vendor  that 
he  had  the  title  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  when,  in  fact, 
he  had  not,  by  reason  of  his  conveyance  to  his  children  before 
that  time ;  and  the  insolvency  of  bis  estate,  which  renders  it 
unable  to  respond  iu  damages.  These  allegations  are  sufficient 
to  sustain  the  bill.— Young  v.  Harris,  2  Ala.  108 ;  Spenoe  v. 
Drtirar,  8  Ala-  261  \  Greeoke  v.  Gaines,  18  Ala.  198t 
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Hamilton,  •dm'r,  t.  Qvymi  ft  Wife. 

The  appellant  proTee  that  the  deed  to  the  ohildten  was  made 
ta  defraud  creditors,  and  sets  np  the  fraud  of  his  intestate  in  order 
to  defeat  that  deed,  and  thus  sastain  the  title  to  the  complainant* 
This  cannot  be  done.  The  law  holds  the  deed  void,  as  agahisl 
creditors  and  parchasers ;  bat  it  can  only  be  so  declared  when 
it  is  attacked  for  the  fraud.  Here  the  deed  is  not  assailed  by 
die  purchaser.  He  assumes,  as  he  has  a  right  to  do,  that  it  is 
honest,  and  a  court  of  justice  will  not  allow  the  party  who  made 
it  to  say  that  it  was  fraudulent.  To  do  so,  would  be  against 
good  morals ;  and  the  grantor,  under  such  circumstances,  not 
bebg  permitted  to  impeach  his  own  deed,  his  administrator 
cannot  do  so — Marler  t.  Marler,  6  Ala.  867;  Roden  t. 
Murphy,  10  Ala.  804. 

Decree  affirmed. 


HAMILTON,  Adm^b,  v$.  OWYNN  AND  WIFE. 

L  A  writ  of  etior  does  not  Ue  from  a  deeree  of  the  Court  of  Probate,  par- 
porting  to  hare  been  rendered  on  the  final  settlement  of  an  estate,  and  reci- 
ting that  the  administrator  "moved  the  court  to  be  discharged  on  the  grounds 
of  pajment  and  delivery  of  the  property  in  his  hands  to  tiie  hefafs ;  wtdch 
motion  being  argaed  by  counsel  on  botii  sides,  and  due  deliberation  had 
thereon  by  the  court,  it  is  considered  by  the  court  that  the  testimony  is  not 
sufficient  to  discharge  the  admlnstrator.'^ 

Eanoa  to  the  Conrt  of  Probate  of  Clarke. 

The  plamtiiF  in  error  was  cited  by  the  defendsnts  to  make 
final  settlement  of  his  administration  on  the  estato  of  Linda 
Hamilton,  deceased.  After  several  continuances,  a  decree  was 
rendered,  which  is  entitled  ^'  In  the  matter  of  the  estate  of 
Lbda  Hamilton,  deceased,''  and  is  as  follows :  '^  This  being  the 
day  to  which  the  final  settlement  of  the  estate  of  Linda  Ham- 
ilton, deceased,  was  postponed,  the  cause  came  up  for  hearing ; 
and  the  said  administrator,  haring  previously  filed  his  account 
cnrrent  for  final  settlementi  now  moves  the  court  to  be^is* 
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ehtfged,  OB  the  grotinda  of  pajaaeiit  and  deliycory  of  tho  pro- 
perty and  xMgroes  in  bis  brads  bdooging  to  a«id  estate  to  the 
hm ;"  tbe  decree  then  eete  oat  the  testimoBy  edduoed  ob  the 
votxm,  and  ooncludee  thne :  ^^  which  motion  bemg  aigiaed  by 
counsel  on  both  sides,  and  d«e  deliberation  bad  thereon  by  the 
conrt,  it  is  considered  by  the  coort  that  the  testimony  is  not 
sufficient  to  discharge  the  said  administrator ;  to  which  mlmg 
of  the  coart  the  administrator  excepts^*'  fcc.  A  motkm  is  now 
Made  to  dismiss  the  writ  of  error. 

F.  S.  Blount,  for  the  motion. 

CHILTON,  C.  J.— In  this  case,  a  motion  is  sabmitfced  to 
dismiss  the  writ  of  error,  for  the  reason  that  tfaa  record  shows 
that  no  final  judgment  was  rendered  in  the  cause.  Upon  an 
examination  of  the  record,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  motion  should 
be  allowed.  The  Probate  Court  refused  to  discbarge  the  admin- 
istrator on  his  motion ;  but  ti^ete  is  no  decree  sgainst  him,  and 
no  final  settlement  of  the  estate  has  been  made.  If,  on  the 
final  settlement,  a  judgment  or  decree  shall  be  rendered  against 
the  administrator,  for  assets  which  he  has  duly  paid  or  delirered 
oyer  to  the  distributees  by  tbeir  agmenent  or  consent,  it  will 
be  time  enough  then  for  him  to  complain  :  until  some  judgment 
or  decree  is  rendered  against  him,  he  is  not  injured,  and  cannot 
maintain  a  writ  of  error. 

Let  the  writ  of  error  be  dismissed. 


GRAY  vs.  JENKINS. 

i.  An  action  at  law  on  their  bond  does  not  lie  against  the  soretieB  of  an 
executor,  on  a  decree  against  his  administrator,  rendered  hy  the  Orpham^ 
Oonrt  on  the  final  settlement  of  his  executorafaipt  vaMt  the  set  of  1S46. 

Eaftoa  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Lawrence* 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Tkomm  A*  Walkbr. 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TERM,  1864.  51T 

Qtvj  t.  Jenkiitf. 
WuxiAM  CooPEE,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
L.  P.  &  R.  W.  Walker,  contra. 

OOLDTHWAITE)  J.— The  main  question  presented  is,  as 
to  the  siiffieieney  of  the  declaration.  The  action  is  in  the  name 
of  the  Jndgeof  the  County  Court,  for  the  nseof  William  B. 
Jdbkins,  who  is  a  legatee  under  the  will  of  Augustine  Jenkins, 
■nd  die  defendant  is  one  of  the  sureties  upon  the  official  bond 
pren  by  his  executor,  Jennings.  The  declaration  sets  out  the 
death,  probate  of  the  will,  grant  of  letters  testamentary,  and 
the  exeeatioo  rf  the  bond  by  the  defendant  below :  it  also 
alleges  the  death  of  Jennings,  the  executor,  without  settling  his 
aoooontB  as  such,  the  appointment  of  an  administrator  upon  his 
estate,  the  settlement  by  him  of  the  accounts  of  his  intestate  as 
esecutor  widi  the  Orphans'  Court,  and  a  decree  against  him 
by  sooh  oonrt,  in  faror  of  the  legatee,  to  be  leyied  of  the  goods 
wad  chattels  of  tiie  intestate  in  the  hands  of  the  administrator ; 
it  also  alleges  the  non-payment  of  the  decree,  and  a  devoitavit 
by  the  executor  in  his  life-time,  to  the  amount  of  the  same. 

Of  the  Ttrious  grounds  which  haye  been  urged  in  support  of 
the  demurrer,  we  shall  consider  but  one ;  and  that  is,  whether 
the  sureties  of  a  deceased  executor  are  liable,  at  law,  upon  the 
&cts  alleged  in  the  declaration. 

By  the  common  law,  if  an  executor  committed  a  devastavUy 
and  died,  his  executor  or  administrator  was  not  liable,  upon 
the  ground  that  it  was  a  personal  tort  in  his  testator  or  intestate, 
which  died  with  the  person ;  but  the  rule  was  otherwise  in 
equity. — Taliaferro  v.  Bassett,  3  Ala.  Rep.  670  ;  Snedicor  v. 
Cames,  8  Ala.  655-  The  rule  of  the  common  law  was  changed, 
with  us,  by  the  act  of  27th  January,  1845  (Acts  1844-6, 166), 
and  4th  February,  1846  (Acts  1845-6, 14),  which  invested  the 
Orphans'  Court  with  the  power  to  settle  the  accounts  of  the 
deceased  executor  or  admbistrator  as  such,  with  his  personal 
representative,  and  to  render  a  decree  for  the  balance  found  due 
on  such  settlement  in  favor  of  the  administrator  de  bonis  nony 
the  heirs  and  distributees.  The  object  of  these  statutes,  was, 
to  afibrd  the  Orphans'  Court  the  means  of  reaching  the  estate 
of  the  first  executor  or  administrator,  in  the  hands  of  his  per- 
sonal representative;  and,  perhaps,  the  remedy  would  extend 
to  the  assets  of  ^  irtt  estate  gnadmimitertd }  tat  it  canld  go 
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DO  farther.  The  setdement  made  by  the  admimstrator  of  Jen- 
nings was  not  binding  on  the  sureties  of  the  latter,  for  the  rea- 
son that  it  was,  as  to  them,  res  inter  alios  acta.  They  were 
neither  parties  nor  privies  to  it,  and  it  was  not  a  proceeding  m 
rem.  We  have  held,  it  is  true,  that  the  sureties  of  an  admin- 
istrfktor  are  concluded  by  the  settlements  of  their  principal  in 
the  Orphans'  Court  (Williamson  v.  Howell,  4  Ala.  694) ;  1>iit 
this  was  on  the  ground,  that  the  settlement  was  an  act  done  by  the 
adminbtrator  in  pursuance  of  law.  Here  the  act  is  not  done  by 
the  principal :  the  settlement  is  made  by  his  admmistrator,  and, 
although  it  may  be  conclusive  upon  the  latter  and  his  sureties, 
it  has  no  effect  whatever  upon  tha  sureties  of  the  first  ezeeator 
(Lucas  V.  The  Governor,  6  Ala.  826),  and  as  to  them  no  change 
is  made  in  the  remedy •»  Jenkins  v.  Gray,  16  Ala.  100. 

As  the  settlement  made  by  Qalloway,  and  the  decree  rendered 
against  him,  had  no  effect  upon  the  sureties  of  Jennings,  the 
declaration,  which  rested  the  liability  of  the  appellant,  in  part, 
upon  these  facts,  was  defective.  The  demurrer  should  have 
been  sustained,  and  as  this  point  is  conclusive  of  the  case,  it  ta 
unneocessary  to  decide  any  of  the  other  questions  presented. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded. 


BILLINGSLEY'S  ADM'R  vs.  BILLINGSLEY. 

1.  When  a  note  is  payable  on  a  specified  day,  and  contains  a  Btipnlation  that 
it  shall  not  bear  interest  until  another  specified  day  after  maturity,  an  action 
may  be  maintained  on  its  non-payment  at  maturity,  although  the  judgmeBt 
will  bear  interest  from  the  time  of  its  rendition ;  but  the  judgment  Bost  be 
for  the  principal  only,  without  faiterest 

3.  And  the  fact  that  the  note  is  secured  by  a  mortgage  containing  a  power  of 
sale,  in  which  the  law  day  is  fixed  at  the  time  when  interest  begins  to  accrue,^ 
does  not  affect  the  mortgagee's  right  to  proceed  to  judgment  on  the  note,  if 
it  is  not  paid  at  maturity. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Perry. 
Tried  before  the  Hon  Thomas  A.  Waxxrb. 
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The  appellant,  as  the  administrator  of  Thomas  Billingslej, 
deceased,  sued  the  appellee  on  two  promissory  notes,  each  for 
the  sum  of  $4,599,  dated  August  6th,  1848,  and  payable  to 
said  Thomas  BiUingsley,  or  bearer,  on  the  first  of  January, 
one  in  1851,  and  the  other  in  1852  ;  each  of  said  notes 
containing  the  following  stipulation :  ''But  said  note  is  not 
to  draw  interest  after  maturity,  until  the  first  day  of 
January,  1854,  from  which  time,  if  not  paid,  it  is  to  bear  the 
legal  rate  of  interest."  The  action  was  commenced  on  the 
9th  of  April,  1852. 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence,  after  proving 
their  execution,  the  two  notes  declared  on,  and  then  rested 
his  case.  The  defendant  then  offered  evidence,  tending  to 
show  that  said  notes  were  given  (with  three  others  of  like 
tenor  and  date,  payable  respectively  on  the  first  day  of 
January,  1850, 1853,  and  1854),  for  the  purchase  money  of 
some  lands  and  personal  property  sold  by  said  intestate  to 
defendant.  He  also  offered  in  evidence  a  mortgage,  bearing 
even  date  with  said  notes,  and  constituting  a  part  of  the 
same  transaction.  This  mortgage  conveys  said  lands  to  said 
intestate,  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  said  notes  given  for 
the  purchase  money,  and  contains  a  power  of  sale  if  said 
notes  are  not  all  paid  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  January, 
1854.  This  being  all  the  evidence,  the  court  charged  the 
jury,  "  that  plaintiff  could  recover  the  principal  only  of 
said  notes,  but  was  not  entitled  to  interest  upon  the  same" ; 
to  which  charge  plaintiff  excepted. 

Joseph  B.  John,  for  appellant,  cited  the  following  cases : 
Newman  v.  Kettelle,  18  Pick.  418,  and  Wright  v.  Fisher, 
cited  in  note  on  page  419  ;  Washington  v.  The  Planters* 
Bank,  1  How.  (Miss.)  R.  230 ;  1  Bouv.  Inst.  p.  446  §  1109, 
446  §1107. 

I:  W.  Oabbott,  contra,  cited  and  relied  on  the  following 
authorities:  Story's  Con.  §  §  1024  to  1028  ;  Chitty's  Con. 
558,  and  notes ;  Tate  v.  Innerarity,  1  S.  &  P.  35 ;  Branch 
Bank  at  Montgomery  v.  Harrison,  1  Ala.  9  ;  Ijams  A  Garr 
V.  Rice,  IT  i6.  404. 

GHILTON,  0.  J.^-Under  the  drcumstanoes  pjremited  by 
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this  ease,  it  is  impossible  to  giye  Ml  eflfoet  to  the  oontraot  of 
the  parties.  If  no  suit  can  be  brought  until  the  time  the 
note  is  to  draw  interest,  fhea  we  must  disregard  entirely  the 
day  particularly  specified  in  the  note  when  it  is  dne  and 
payable  ;  and  if  an  action  can  be  maintained  on  it,  and 
a  judgment  recovered  before  the  period  fixed  for  interest  to 
commence,  then  the  judgment  must  draw  interest,  and  thns 
the  demand  will  be  accumulating  before  the  time  agreed  oh 
by  the  parties.  It  is  our  duty,  however,  to  give  effect  to 
the  contract  as  far  as  we  can,  without  violating  any  rule  of 
law;  and  it  is  our  opinion,  that  the  construction  which  comes 
neatest  to  effectuating  the  intention,  is,  that  the  right  of 
action  accrued  at  the  time  specified  in  the  instrument  as  the 
day  of  payment,  but  the  note  does  not  draw  interest,  so  long 
as  the  demand  is  evidenced  by  the  note ;  so  thut,  if  no 
judgment  is  recovered  upon  it,  no  interest  accrues  until  tiie 
time  agreed  on  by  the  parties.  But  if,  in  the  meantime,  a 
judgment  is  recovered,  then  the  note  becomes  merged  in  the 
judgment,  which  now  becomes  the  evidence  of  the  demand, 
and  which  bears  interest  from  the  time  it  is  rendered. — 
Ijams  A  Oarr  v.  Bice,  17  Ala.  404. 

If  we  recur  to  the  mortgage  given  to  secure  this  note,  and 
treat  the  note  and  it  as  forming  one  contract,  we  find  notiiing 
changing  in  any  way  the  legal  efiect  of  the  note  as  evinced 
by  the  face  of  it.  It  is  correctly  described  in  the  recital  of 
the  mortgage,  and  the  law  day  is  fixed  at  the  period  when 
interest  begins  to  accrue  upon  the  nole.  This  does  not,  in 
any  wise,  affect  the  right  of  the  mortgagee  to  proceed  on  the 
note,  when  it  falls  due,  to  obtain  a  judgment :  it  only  con< 
trols  his  action  as  respects  the  mortgaged  property. 

The  ruling  of  the  court  accords  with  the  views  we  have 
expressed. 

Let  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 
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STBIN  w.  ASHBY.  gmJSl 

1.  The  Otfy  Court  of  Mobile  te  joriBdietioa  of  ea  Mtiim  on  the  ease  to 
reaver  daaMgee  for  the  diyeraoa  of  the  water  of  a  numing  stream  to  the  . 
ii^iiuy  of  plaintiff's  mill  priyileges. 

2.  The  use  of  the  water  of  a  nmning  stream  ft>r  nine  years  confers  no  right 
a    Stein  T.  Borden,  p.  130,  re-afflrmed,  ae to  the  principle avflrted  in  tiieibit 


4.  The aaefealBing  of  a demiuarer  to  aqiecial  plea,  when  the  facts  stated  in 
it  may  be  given  in  evidence  nnder  the  general  issae,  is  not  an  error  for  whidi 
the  judgment  win  be  reversed. 

5.  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  damages  to  plaintiff's  B^l  pri\?flege«,  by  the 
diveidon  of  the  water,  it  is  not  neeesMiy  te  aiver  the  manner  or  the  aeaas 
of  thediventoL 

0.  It  is  soffldent,  in  soeh  an  action,  to  aver  iiyaiy  to  plaintiff 's  mill  privileges, 
without  alleging  the  existence  of  a  mill.  The  gist  of  the  action  being  the 
invasion  of  the  right,  there  need  be  no  actaal  damage,  when  the  act  com- 
plained of  is  of  each  a  oharaoter  tibat  its  repetilioB  er  eentiniiaiiee  adgkt 
beoome  the  fooadation  of  an  advene  ri^^. 

7.  When  the  conxse  of  a  ronning  stream  through  a  flractional  section  prevents 
the  sub-division  of  the  quarter  sections  into  eighty  acre  tracts,  under  the  act 
of  Congress  of  April  24, 1829,  the  sub-divudon  of  a  quarter  section  by  UkA 
United  Statei^  surveyor  into  two  tracte  divided  by  the  stream,  is  not  hi  con- 
troventioQ  ef  the  act 

8.  Certain  boundaries  are  of  more  importance,  than  quantity  in  designating 
lands.  Therefore,  where  a  patent  calls  for  a  sub-division  of  a  fractional 
quarter  section,  described  as  lymg  north  of  a  certain  creek  and  containing 
a  specified  nnmber  of  acree>  it  embraees  all  the  land  in  the  sulhdivisien  north 
oi  the  creek,  although  the  actual  number  of  acres  exceeds  the  number  speci- 
fied in  the  patent 

9.  Stein  v.  Burden,  p.  130,  re-aiSnned,  as  to  the  principles  stated  in  the  third, 
aeventh  and  ei^th  head-notes. 

10.  A  map,  not  made  under  the  authority  of  the  State,  or  (tf  the  United 
States,  although  "generally  received  as  a  correct  representation  of  wliat 
purports  to  be  shown  or  described  ttierein,"  is  not  admissible  evidence. 

Erbob  to  the  City  Court  of  Mobile. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Albx.  McKinstbt. 

Acnoii  ON  THE  OASB  bj  Qeorge  W.  Aahby  agaisst  Albert 

Stein,  to  recover  damages  for  defendant's  diversion  of  the 

crater  of  Three  Mile  Greek  to  the  injury  of  plaintiff's  mill 

-privileges.      The  manner  in  vhieh)  and  tbo  lawns  by  which 
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the  diversion  was  effected,  are  not  stated  in  the  declaration, 
nor  is  there  any  averment  of  the  existence  of  a  mill  in  fact. 
The  defendant  first  pleaded  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court : 
and  a  demurrer  being  sustained  to  this  plea,  he  then  pleaded 
the  general  issue  and  six  special  pleas,  which  are  as  follows: 

"  2.  And  for  further  plea  in  this  behalf,  defendant  says 
•  actio  rum  ;  because,  he  says,  the  only  piece  or  parcel  of 
ground,  and  appurtenances,  which  plaintiff  owns,  or  to  which 
he  has  any  right  of  possession,  any  where  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  the  Three  Mile  Creek,  is  the  north-east  fractional 
quarter  section  of  section  twelve,  township  four,  in  range 
two  west,  and  that  the  said  fractional  quarter  section  does 
not  lie  adjoining  to,  nor  bounded  upon,  nor  touch,  the  said 
Three  Mile  Creek  ;  and  that  said  piece  or  parcel  of  land 
which  plaintiff  claims,  and  has  a  right  to  the  possession  of, 
has,  at  no  time,  been  injured  by  any  act  of  defendant,  by 
reason  of  his  abstracting  the  water  from  said  creek,  or 
otherwise,  nor  has  the  value  of  said  plaintiff 's  lands  been, 
in  any  wise,  lessened,  or  the  possession  of  the  same  injured 
or  interrupted,  by  any  act  committed  or  omitted  by  said 
defendant ;  and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify. 

"  8.  And  for  further  plea  in  this  behalf,  defendant,  by 
leave  of  the  court,  pleads  and  says,  that  he  and  those  under 
whom  he  claims  have  had,  used,  exercised  and  enjoyed  the 
franchise  or  privilege  of  abstracting  water  from  said  Three 
Mile  Creek,  for  more  than  twenty  years  next  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  and  from  a  point  on  said  creek  oppo- 
site to  the  lands  claimed  by  said  plaintiff,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  inhabitants  of  Mobile,  for  which  purpose  alone  he  has 
used  or  abstracted  said  water ;  and  this  he  is  ready  to 
verify. 

"  4.  And  for  further  plea,  defendant  says,  that  he  has  had 
and  held,  used  and  enjoyed,  the  right  and  privil^e  of 
abstracting  water  from  said  creek,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
inhabitants  of  Mobile,  for  more  than  nine  years  next  before 
this  suit  was  brought,  and  for  the  benefit  of  said  inhabitants 
alone  has  he,  at  any  time,  taken  and  used  said  water  ;  and 
this  he  is  ready  to  verify. 

*'  5.  And  for  further  plea  in  this  behalf,  defendant  says 
actio  non  ;  because,  he  says,  that  heretofore,  to-wit :  on  the 
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20th  day  of  December,  1820,  the  L^slature  of  the  State  of 
Alabama  passed  an  act,  which  was  duly  approved,  entitled 
^*an  act  to  incorporate  an  aqueduct  company  in  the  City  of 
Mobile,^'  by  which,  amongst  other  things,  Lewis  Judson  and 
others,  corporators,  were  authorized  to  abstract  and  use  the 
waters  of  said  Three  Mile  Creek,  for  the  use  of  the  citizens 
and  others  residing  in  Mobile ;  and  that  afterwards,  to* wit ; 
on  the  24th  of  December,  1834,  the  said  corporators  having 
failed  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  said  act,  the  Legis^ 
lature  passed  another  act,  which  was  duly  approved,  whereby, 
among  other  things,  all  the  rights,  privileges  and  Immunities, 
appertaining  to  said  company  by  virtue  of  said  first  named 
act,  were  transferred  and  vested  in  the  corporation  of  the 
City  of  Mobile,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  inhabitants 
thereof ;  and  from  that  time,  and  for  a  long  time  thereafter, 
the  said  mayor  and  aldermen  of  Mobile  held  and  enjoyed  all 
the  said  rights  and  privileges  conferred  by  the  said  last 
named  act,  to- wit :  up  to  the  26th  of  December,  1840,  when 
the  said  mayor,  aldermen  and  common  council,  by  agreement 
with  him  made,  vested  said  defendant,  among  other  things, 
with  the  right  and  privilege  of  abstracting  water  from  said 
creek,  and  from  a  point  opposite  to  the  premises  claimed  by 
said  plaintiff,  for  the  use  of  the  inhabitants  of  Mobile,  for 
twenty  years  then  next  to  elapse ;  which  said  contract,  so 
made  between  said  corporation  and  said  defendant,  was 
confirmed  by  an  act  of  the  Legislature,  approved  on  the  17th 
of  January,  1841,  and  said  defendant  was  thereby  vested 
with  all  the  rights,  powers,  privileges  and  immunities  which 
said  corporation,  before  that  time,  possessed,  used  and 
enjoyed  ;  and  that  this  defendant,  and  said  corporation  under 
whom  he  claims,  have  had,  used  and  enjoyed  the  privilege 
or  franchise  of  abstracting  water  from  said  creek,  from 
thence  hitherto,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action; 
and  this  he  is  ready  to  verify. 

'^6.  And  for  further  plea,  defendant  says  actio  ncn; 
because,  he  says,  the  only  piece  or  parcel  of  land  of  which 
said  plaintiff  has  any  right  of  possession,  or  at  any  time  has 
had,  is  the  uorth-east  quarter  of  section  twelve,  township 
four,  range  two  west,  and  that  the  south-east  quarter  of  said 
section,  which  lies  south  of  said  north-east  quarter,  is  the 
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inroperty  of  the  corporate  authorities  of  the  City  of  Mobile,  to 
whioh  plamtifiP  haft  acquired  no  poseessioii  or  rif^t  of  poaeesaioii, 
snd  from  whom  defiendant  has  obtained  the  right  to  iiae  die 
waters  of  said  Three  Mile  Creek ;  and  that  said  creek  mns, 
and  always  has  run  and  flowed  south  of  said  soath-east  quarter 
section,  which  iaterYeaeB  between  the  plaintiff's  possessions  and 
said  creek ;  and  tiiat  defendant  abstracts  the  water  from  no 
point  on  said  creek,  ezeept  at  a  point  in  sectioai  thirteen  south 
at  plaintiff's  possessions,  and  that  the  abstraction  of  water  from 
said  last  named  point  is  no  injury  to  plaintiff 's  possessions;  and 
ihiB  he  is  ready  to  yerify. 

^^  *I.  And  defendant  further  pleads,  in  short,  by  consent,  that 
whatever  trespasses  or  wrongs  he  has  committed  have  been  upon 
his  own  lands,  and  to  his  own  injury  alone,  and  that  he  had  a 
xil^t  so  to  do." 

There  was  a  demurrer  to  the  second,  third,  fourth,  fifth,  and 
sixth  pleas ;  but  the  record  nowhere  shuws  what  disposition  was 
made  of  it. 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  ofiered  in  evidence  a  patent  from 
the  United  States  to  himself,  for  ^'sub-division  north  of  Cfaa- 
tanque  Creek,  of  the  south-east  quarter  of  sectien  twelve, 
tomtthip  four  south,  in  range  two  west''  (for  a  particular 
description  of  this  patent  see  the  opinion  of  the  court) ;  also,  a 
plot  ar  diagram,  purportmg  to  have  been  taken  from  the  original 
survey  by  the  United  States'  surveyor,  of  the  lands  described  in 
the  patent.  He  also  proved,  that  he  had  been  in  possession, 
elaimbg  title,  since  1847  ;  and  introduced  a  map  of  the  City 
of  Mobile,  made  by  Charles  Delage,  who  was  proved  to  be  dead, 
and  evidence  tending  to  show  that  it  was  generally  received  as  a 
correct  representation  of  what  purported  to  be  shown  or 
described  dier^.  The  defendant  objected  to  the  introduction 
of  tihe  map  on  this  evidence;  but  his  objection  was  overruled, 
aosd  he  excepted.  Evidence  was  also  adduced  by  the  plaintiff, 
tending  to  show  that  said  diagram  was  correct,  and  diat  said 
creek  ran  as  there  laid  down ;  also,  that  there  was  a  mill  site 
on  the  land  belonging  to  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  then  offered  a  patent  from  the  United  States  to 
the  City  of  Mobile,  under  whom  he  claimed,  for  "the  south- 
east sub-division  B  of  fractional  section  twdve,  in  township  four 
0outb,  range  two  west" ;  also,  a  m^>  purporting  to  be  a  wpj 
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0f  a  survey  by  the  United  States'  sarveyor,  sbowing  the 
location  of  the  kmd  in  the  patent  as  corresponding  with  the 
diagram  before  given.     He  then  introdvoed  the  agreement 
between  himself  and  the  City  of  Mobile  set  oat  in  the  fifth 
special  plea,  and  the  several  acts  of  tho  Legislature  referred  to 
in  said  plea ;  and  offered  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
creek  did  not  run  through  tiie  south  east  quarter  section,  as 
shown  by  the  diagram  introduced  by   the  plaintiff,  but  ran 
south  of  the  course  therem  marked  through  section  Uiirteen.*<^ 
The  points  which  were  made,  as  to  the  course  of  die  credc 
through  said  quarter  section,  and  what  lands  were  conveyed  by 
the  patents,  will  be  understood  by  referring  to  the  charges  of 
the  court,  in  connection  with  the  annexed  diagram,  in   which 
the  upper  line  ABC  represents   the  course  of  the  cre^  as  laid 
down  in  the  United  States'  survey,  and  the  lower  line  AbC 
represents  its  course  as  proved  by  defendant's  witnesses. 
The  court  charged  the  jury  as  follows : 
'^  1.  That  if  they  believed  that  the  United  States  intended 
by  its  patent  to  grant  to  the  plaintiff  all  the  lands  lying  on  the 
north  side  of  the  creek  in  said  south-east  quarter  of  section 
twelve,  and  that  it  extended  to  the  whole  of  the  lands  lying  on 
the  north  side  of  the  creek,  then  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
all  the  lands  north  of  the  creek  down  to  the  section  line. 

^^  2.  That  if  they  weie  satisfied  from  the  evidence,  that  there 
was  no  sub-division  B,  in  fact,  as  laid  down  on  the  map 
introduced  by  defendant,  but  that  the  creek  run  down  into* 
section  thirteen,  as  shown  in  the  diagram,  then  the  City  of 
Mobile  had  no  right,  under  its  patent,  to  any  land  in  section 
twelve  north  of  the  creek. 

^^3.  That  under  the  act  of  1820,  incorporating  the  Mobile 
Aqueduct  Company,  and  the  subsequent  acts  relating  thereto, 
the  water  could  not  be  taken  from  said  creek  without  compensa- 
tion ;  and  that  said  acts  were  no  defence  to  this  action. 

^*  4.  That  no  prescription  will  run,  as  to  rights  acquired 
thereby,  against  public  lands  owned  by  the  Government  of  ihe 
United  States. 

*^  5.  That  unless  the  water  was  taken  by  defendant  and 
said  City  of  Mobile,  from  some  point  either  opposite  to 
Ashby's  lands,  or  above  them,  no  right  of  prescription  can  avail 
against  Ashby, 
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^^  6.  Tb&t  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  this  suit  are  to  bo 
regarded  as  those  between  private  iodividoals,  and  not  as 
involving  a  public  benefit  to  the  citizens  of  Mobile." 

To  all  of  these  charges  the  defendant  excepted,  and  asked 
the  court  to  give  the  following  charges  : 

^^  1.  That  the  statutes  of  Alabama  enabling  the  defendant  to 
effect  a  great  and  beneficial  public  object,  ought  to  be  benignly 
and  liberally  construed  in  his  favor,  and  therefore  he  is  not 
liable  for  any  consequential  damages  done  under  and  within  the 
statutes  above  mentioned. 

^^  2«  That  to  render  defendant  liable  to  damages  at  the  sail 
of  the  plaintiff,  the  jury  must  be  satisfied,  from  the  evidence, 
that  he  has  exceeded  the  powers  conferred  on  him  by  the  statutea 
establishing  the  City  Water  Works* 

^'  8.  That  the  Legislature  of  Alabama  having  granted  to 
the  Mobile  Aqueduct  Company,  in  1820,  the  right  to  use  the 
waters  of  Three  Mile  Creek,  to  supply  the  City  of  Mobile  with 
water,  and  defendant  having  succeeded  to  their  rights  by 
subsequent  legislation,  and  Ashby  having  acquired  titles  to  his 
lands  from  the  United  States,  in  1850,  after  the  grants  made  to 
the  City  of  Mobile,  he  is  bound  by  the  acts  of  the  Legislature 
granting  exclusive  privileges  to  the  City  of  (Mobile  and  to  said) 
defendant,  and  cannot  contest  said  privileges." 

Each  one  of  these  charges  was  refused,  and  the  defendant 
excepted  to  the  refusals ;  and  he  now  assigns  for  error  all  the 
rulings  of  the  court,  above  set  forth,  to  which  exceptions  were 
taken. 

F.  S.  Blount  and  C.  W.  Rapier,  for  plaintiff  m  error. 

John  T.  Taylor,  contra. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— By  the  act  of  the  llth  of  Peb- 
rufixy,  1848  (Pamphlet  Acts  36),  the  City  Court  of  Mobile 
was  invested  with  the  same  jurisdiction  as  the  County  Court 
as  to  civil  actionsi  By  the  act  of  1807  (Clay's  Digest  297 
§  5),  jurisdiction  was  given  to  the  County  Court,  of  all 
actions  of  a  civil  nature,  excepting  real  actions,  actions  of 
^ectment,  and  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit ;  and  by  the 
act  of  1819  it  was  provided,  that  the  County  Court  should 
have  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  Circuit  Court  in  all 
actiox»  of  assumpsit,  case,  &c.  (Clay's  Dig.  297  §  7).    The 
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fact  that  any  of  the  actions  may  incidentally  involve  a  ques- 
tion of  title  to  real  property,  is  not  sufficient  to  deprive  the 
court  of  jurisdiction,  which  was  given  to  the  County  Courts 
by  both- the  acts  we  have  referred  to.  It  is  true,  that  we 
held  in  the  case  of  Elliot  v.  Hall,  8  Ala.  508,  that  the  term 
•'trespass/'  as  used  in  the  act  of  1819,  must  be  confined  to 
that  action  a$  a  remedy  for  injuries  to  personal  property 
merely  ;  and  the  reasoning-  of  the  judge  who  delivered  the 
opinion  in  that  case,  indicate?,  that  any  action  which  involves 
an  inquiry  into  titles  to  real  property,  was  opposed  to 
the  spirit  of  the  act.  But  to  extend  the  doctrine  thus  far 
would  cut  off  actions  of  assumpsit,  debt,  and  covenant,  for 
in  all  of  these,  the  same  question  may  incidentally  arise.  The 
plea  to  the  jurisdiction  wa*?  properly  overruled. 

Neither  do  we  think  that  the  court  committed  any  error, 
which  is  available  here,  in  sustaining  the  demurrers  to  the 
several  pleas  as  shown  by  the  record.  The  fourth  plea  is 
bad,  as  the  use  of  water  for  nine  years  confers  no  right. 

The  fifth  plea  is  also  bad,  upon  the  doctrine  laid  down  by 
this  court  at  the  present  term,  in  the  case  of  Stein  v.  Burden, 
in  which  it  was  held,  that  the  several  acta  of  the  Legislature 
referred  to  in  this  plea,  conferred  no  right  to  the  use  of  the 
water. 

The  facts  pleaded  in  the  other  pleas,  could  all  liave  been 
given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue ;  and  it  is  the  rule 
in  this  court,  that  when  that  is  the  case,  the  sustaining  of  a 
demurrer  to  it  is  not  an  error  for  which  this  court  will 
reverse. — Shehan  v.  Hampton.  8  Ala.  943. 

It  is  urged,  however,  that  the  declaration  is  defective,  in 
not  showing  how  the  defendant,  Stein,  diverted  the  water 
from  the  creek  ;  and  also,  because  the  injuiT  alleged  was  to 
the  mill  privileges,  without  averring  the  existence  of  a  mill. 
The  first  objection  wo  do  not  think  can  be  sustained.  There 
may  be  cases,  in  which  a  statement  of  the  injury  in  general 
terms  has  been  held  bad  (3  Leon.  13) ;  but  the  correctness  of 
this  decision  is  evidently  doubted  by  Mr.  Chitty  (2  Chit.  PI. 
(6  Amer.  ed.)  790.  n.  n)  :  and  LoBlanc,  J.,  in  The  Mersey 
&  Irwell  Nav.  Co.  v.  Douglass,  2  Bast  490,  says :  "It  would 
harve  been  sufficient  to  have  stated,  that  they  diverted  the 
welter  above  the  navigation  of  the  plaintiffe ;  by  means  of 
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which  the  iiyury  happened."  See  also  PrickmaB  v.  Tripp, 
Skin.  389.  In  an  action  on  the  oase  for  distnrJ^Hng  the  right 
of  common^  it  ^is  not  required  to  state  the  meaas.— Com. 
Big..  Actions  on  the  case  for  Disturbance,  B ;  1  Sannd.  846, 
a ;  2  Black.  Bep.  81*7 ;  8  Wile.  378.  The  sIrictaeeB  of  die 
old  rules,  in  rdation  to  pleading,  has  been  greatly  relaxed, 
and  courts  at  the  present  day  do  not  lean  toobjectioBS  whidi 
cannot  affect  the  substantial  justice  of  the  case.  We  are 
unable  to  perceive  any  good  reason,  why  a  distiiustion  should 
exist  between  the  mode  of  stating  the  injury  in  an  action  on 
the  case  for  disturbance,  and  the  same  action  for  diT^tipg 
water.    We  think  the  objection  should  not  be  sustaiaed. 

Neither  is  there  anything  in  the  other  objection.  The^t 
of  the  action  is,  the  invasion  of  the  right ;  and  whenever 
the  act  complained  of  is  shown  by  the  evidence  to  be  of  such 
a  character  as  would  admit,  by  its  repetition  or  continuance, 
of  the  foundation  of  an  adverse  right,  there  need  be  no  actual 
damage. — ^Parker  v.  Griswold,  17  Conn.  288  ;  Stein  v.  Bur- 
den, at  the  present  term. 

On  the  trial,  plaintiff  below  claimed  under  a  patent  from  the 
U.  States,  which  recited,  that  whereas  George  W.  Ashby  had 
deposited  in  the  G^eral  Land  Office  of  the  United  States  a 
certificate  of  the  register  at  the  land  office  at  St.  Stephens, 
"  whereby  it  appears  that  full  payment  has  been  noade  by 
said  Ashby,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Con* 
gross  of  24th  of  April,  1820,  entitled  an  ^act  making  further 
{provisions  for  the  sale  of  the  public  lands,'  for  sub-divisioa 
north  of  Chatauque  Creek,  of  the  south-east  quarter  of 
section  twelve,  township  soutli,  of  range  two  west,  con- 
taining seventy -two  /o%  t^cres  according  to  the  official  plat 
of  the  survey  of  said  lands,  returned  to  the  General  Luid 
Office  by  the  Surveyor  General ;  which  said  tract  hae  been 
purchased  by  the  said  George  W.  Ashby.  Now  know  ye, 
that  the  United  States  of  America,  in  consideration  of  tlie 
pr^nises,  and  in  conformity  with  the  several  acts  of  Congress 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,  have  given  and  granted, 
and  by  these  presents  do  give  and  grant,  unto  the  said  OeoKge 
W.  Ashby,  and  to  his  heirs,  the  said  tract  above  described ; 
to  have  and  to  hold  the  same,  togeth^  with  all  the  rights, 
privileges,  iuunomties    and   ap{mrteiiances,  of   whatever 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUAttY  TERM,  1854> 5^ 

Stain  Y.  Aahby. 

nature,  theresBto  belonging,  untotbe  said  Oeorge  W.  Ashby, 
his  heirs  and  assigns  forevw.    In  testimony,"  &c. 

ErTidenoe  was  offered  showing  thi^  the  sonth-east  qnarter 
sootion,  referred  to  in  the  patent,  had  been  divided  into  two 
irreguhff  subdivisions,  makkg  ChatanqueCredc  the  dividing 
line;  that  the  cr«ek  did  not  ran  through  the  qnarter  section, 
as  is  laid  down  in  the  map  of  the  Surveyor  General,  but 
orossed  the  dividing  line  between  seotions  twelve  and  thir- 
tean^  ae  shown  by  the  diagram  in  the  statement  of  the  case. 

The  eharge  of  the  court  was,  that  if  the  jury  believed  that 
the  United  States  intended,  by  its  patent,  to  grant  to  the 
plaintiff  all  the  land  lying  on  die  north  side  of  the  creek,  in 
the  soath-east  qaarter  of  section  twelve,  and  that  it  ext^uM 
to  the  whole  of  the  lands  on  sneh  north  side,  Aen  Ashby 
was  entitled  to  all  the  lands  north  of  the  creek  down  to  the 
section  line. 

Bearding  this  charge  as  equivalent,  under  the  circum- 
stances, to  instruetions  that  the  patent  conveyed  all  the  land 
in  the  quarter  section  north  of  the  creek,  we  proceed  to  an 
examination  of  its  correctness  in  that  aspect. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  that  the  division  of 
the  qnarter  section,  as  made  by  the  Surveyor  Oeneral,  was 
void,  as  being  in  contravention  of  the  acts  of  Congress  in 
relation  to  tiie  survey  of  the  public  lands ;  and  that  tiie 
patent,  calling  for  a  sub-division  thus  made,  was  illegal  and 
void. 

The  act  of  Congress  referred  to  in  the  patent,  is  that  of 
24th  April,  1820 ;  and  its  provisions  require,  that  fractional 
sections,  containing  upwards  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres, 
should  be  divided,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  into  half  quarter' 
sections,  by  running  the  lines  north  and  south  (2  Statutes  at' 
Large  6M),  and  east  and  west,  according  to  tiie  instructions 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, — ^Public  Land  Laws,  2 
Part  810. 

Section  twelve  was  a  fractional  section,  containing  more 
than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres ;  and  whether  the  creek 
run  through  the  south-east  quarter,  as  is  laid  down  in  the 
plat  of  the  Surveyor  General,  or  as  claimed  by  the  plaintiff 
below,  is  entirely  immaterial,  so  far  as  the  present  inquiry 
is  ooneenied,  as,  in  either  event,  that  quarter  section  could 
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not  be  sub-divided  as  required  by  the  aot  of  1820 ;  nor  conld 
the  sub-divisions,  as  made  by  the  Surveyor  General,  afect  the 
number  of  half  quarter  sections  which  could  be  carved  oat  of 
the  entire  section.  In  -sub-dividmg  the  quarter  section,  and 
making  the  creek  the  line  between  the  divisions,  there  waa, 
therefore,  nothing  in  contravention  of  the  act  of  Congress 
referred  to. 

As  to  what  the  plaintiff  took  under  his  patent,  that  is  equally 
dear.  He  had  purchased  the  sub-division  north  of  Chataaqoe 
Greek.  The  reference  in  the  patent,  as  to  the  number  of  acres, 
was  not  intended  to  govern  as  to  the  land  actually  conveyed,  but 
simply  to  inform  the  land  officers  as  to  the  amount  of  purchase 
money  to  be  paid  by  the  buyer.  The  true  rule,  in  relation  to 
the  construction  of  deeds  and  patents,  is,  that  where  a  subject- 
matter  is  found  which  may  satisfy  either  part  of  a  repugnant 
or  contradictory  description,  but  not  the  whole,  that  part  of  the 
description  must  prevail  which  is  presumed  to  express,  with 
most  certainty,  the  intention  of  the  parties. — 3  Gowen  &  Hill's 
Notes  to  Phil.  £v.,  1878,  and  cases  there  cited.  In  designa* 
ting  lands,  certain  boundaries  are  of  more  importance  than 
quantity  (Wing  v.  Burgis,  1  Shop.  (13  Mame)  111);  and 
indeed,  in  the  construction  of  grants,  quantity  is  rarely  material 
except  where  the  boundaries  are  doubtful.— 15  Johns.  472 ;  5 
Mass.  855 ;  19  Wend.  175.  Upon  these  principles,  therefore, 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  all  the  land  in  the  quarter  section 
north  of  the  creek  ;  and  if  the  charge  was  not  substantially 
correct,  it  was  not  more  favorable  for  the  defendant  in  error 
than  the  law  authorized. 

The  reasons  we  have  given  to  sustahi  the  first  charge,  are 
equally  applicable  to  the  second,  and  in  that  there  was  no 
error. 

The  legal  questions  involved  in  the  other  charges  given  and 
refused,  are  settled  by  the  opinion  of  this  court  at  the  present 
term,  in  the  case  of  Stein  v.  Burden ;  and  the  fourth  and  fiflh 
charges  assert  principles  whose  correctness  are  so  generally  con- 
ceded and  well  settled,  that  it  is  deemed  unnecessary  to  discuss 
fhem. 

The  only  remaining  question  presented  upon  the  record,  is, 
as  to  the  action  of  the  court  below  in  admitting  the  map  made 
by  Charles  Delage*    It  does  not  appear  that  this  map  was 
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made  dther  ander  the  aathority  pf  the  United  States  or 
thifl  State ;  and  the  mere  fact  ''  that  it  was  generally 
reeeiTed  as  a  correet  representation  of  what  purported  to  be 
shown  or  descrihed  therein/'  amounts  to  no  more  than  if 
his  statement,  not  ander  oath,  as  to  the  same  facts,  had 
generally  be^n  beliered.  Upon  this  evidence,  it  was  improp- 
erly admitted ;  and  for  this  error,  the  judgment  is  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded. 


POND  vs.  WADSWORTH- 

1.  When  ihe  property  of  the  aorety,  by  his  conaenty  is  sold  under  execution 
against  his  principal  (the  surety  not  being  a  party  to  the  judgment),  and  is 
bought  in  by  the  principal,  through  an  agent,  and  sent  back  to  the  surety's 
house,  the  principal,  although  he  afterwards  pays  tiie  debt  under  which  the 
properly  is  sold,  cannot  InToke  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  to  defeat  the  surety's 
tlUe. 

2,  If  the  transaction  was  intended  by  the  principal  and  surety,  both  being 
inaolrent  at  the  time,  to  hinder  and  delay  the  creditors  of  the  surety,  the 
agent  who  became  the  purchaser  wouM  hold  the  property  against  both  par- 
tieayand  mSg^tdlapoaeofit  as  he  pleased;  ifhe  did  not  partkipate  in  the 
fimid,  but  acted  in  good  faith  as  agent  of  the  principal,  the  agreement  begin 
a  ftaud  on  the  surety's  creditors,  the  principal's  title  would  prevail  against 
the  surety ,  and  the  Act  that  the  latter  afterwards  acquired  the  possession, 
would  not  prevent  a  recovery  by  the  principal,  in  the  absence  of  all  proof 
Uiathe  aoquiied  it  under  a  contract  with  the  principal ;  the  maxim  **  in  pari 
delicto  potior  e»t  conditio  po99identi»,*^  does  not  not  apply  in  such  case. 

Sb  The  act  of  the  agent,  in  sending  the  property  back  to  the  surety's  house, 
where  the  principal  also  tired,  if  intended  as  a  delivery  to  tiie  principal, 
would  vest  the  title  in  him  by'  the  delivery,  and  nothing  could  pass  l^  a 
nbasquent  bill  of  sale  to  hia  administrator  in  trust  for  Uia  estate ;  but  the 
.acceptance  of  such  a  bill  of  sale  by  the  administrator  would  not  preclude 
him  from  deducing  title  through  his  intestate  under  the  previous  sale  consum- 
mated by  delivery. 

EsmoK  to  the  Circnit  Conrt  of  Montgomery. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Robert  DovaHERTT. 

Dbtimitb  for  certain  slaves,  by  the  plaintiff  io  error,  as 
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administrator  of  Lewis  W.  Pond,  against  Margaret  Wadswortli, 
who  clumed  them  as  administratrix  of  Francis  L.  Wadsirortfa, 
deceased.  The  substanee  of  Ab  teetimeoy  addooed  on  the 
trial  is  stated  at  length  in  the  opinion^  and  naei  not  be  detailed 
here.    The  court  charged  die  jnry^  substantially,  as  foUows  : 

^^  If  the  jury  should  belieye,  from  the  endeoce,  that  Wads- 
worth  was  not  a  defendant  in  tixe  ezecntion  nnder  which  the 
negroes  were  sold,  by  the  sheriff,  but  was  fiaUe  on  the  original 
debt  only  as  the  surety  of  said  L.  W.  Pond,  and  was  the  owner 
of  said  slaves  at  the  time  the  sheriff  receiyed  said  ezecntion  ; 
that  Wadsworth,  or  said  Pond  by  his  consent,  deliyered  the 
slayes  to  the  sheriff  to  be  sdd,  and  the  proceeds  to  be  applied 
to  the  payment  of  said  execution ;  that  said  Pond  procured 
Figh  to  purchase  them,  and  furnished  him  with  money  to  do  so  ; 
that  Figh  bid  them  off  at  the  sale,  and  paid  off  said  execution 
with  money  furnished  him  by  said  Pond ;  and  that  the  sheriff, 
at  the  request  of  Pond,  made  the  bill  of  sale  to  Figh,  then, 
although  this  was  done  to  hinder  and  delay  creditors,  yet  the 
legal  title  to  the  slaves  vested  in  Figh,  and  was  still  in  him, 
unless  he  had  parted  with  it  by  his  bill  of  sale  to  the  plaintiff, 
which  was  in  evidence  before  tiiem.  If  the  jury  should  believe 
that  the  slaves  went  back  to  Wadsworth's  possession  after  the 
sheriff's  sale,  his  possession  was  in  subordination  to  Fights  title; 
bat  if  be  afterwards,  and  before  the  execution  of  Figh's  bill  of 
sale  to  the  plaintiff,  while  still  in  possession,  claimed  them  as  his 
own,  and  asserted  title  to  them,  then  his  possession  would  be 
adverse,  and  Figh's  conveyance  to  the  plaintiff  would  not  vest 
in  him  such  title  as  would  enable  him  to  maintam  this  aoticii. 

The  plaintiff  excepted  to  these  charges,  and  asked  the  court 
to  charge : 

1.  That,  if  the  jury  believed  that  Wadsworth  consented  that 
the  sheriff  should  sell  the  slaves  under  said  eacecntion,  and  they 
were  so  sold  accordingly,  and  Figh,  at  the  request  of  Pond, 
purchased  them  for  him,  and  sent  them  back  to  Wadsworth's 
house  by  Pond's  order  ;  and  that  Pond  paid  the  money  Ud  at 
the  sale  by  Figh,  then  they  must  find  for  the  plaintiff,  unless  they 
were  satisfied  that  Pond,  with  or  without  deed,  had  re*ceB¥e^d 
the  slaves  to  Wadsworth. 

2«  That  to  constitute  such  adverse  possession,  as  would 
prevent  Figh  from  making  a  conveyance  to  the  plaintiff,  Ae 
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defendant  mrmt  ahov  that  Wadsworth  was  in  posseBaion  of  the 
slavee,  asserling  title  to  them  in  good  faith,  and  that  Fi^ 
knew  of  such  claim  before  he  executed  said  conveyance  to  the 
l^aintiff. 

3.  That«  if  they  belie?ed  the  sheriff  sold  sold  slaves  by  the 
anthority  or  consent  of  Wadsworth,  and  by  his  consent  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  were  to  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  siud 
esecution  then  in  his  hands ;  and  that  Figh  booght  them  at  the 
sale  at  Pond's  request,  and  for  Pond,  and  received  them  from 
the  sheriff^  and  sent  them  to  the  place  directed  by  Pond ;  and 
that  Pond  paid  the  mcmey ,  or  gave  it  to  Figh  who  paid  it  to  the 
sheriff,  to  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  execution,  then  these 
facts  veeted  the  title  in  Pond,  and  no  deed  from  the  sheriff  was 
neeessary,  and  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict,  unless 
Pond  afterwards  solder  conveyed  the  slaves  to  some  other  person. 

4.  That  if  Wadsyrorth  was  insolvent,  and  an  arrangement 
was  made  between  him  and  Pond,  with  intent  to  hinder  and 
defraud  the  former's  creditors,  and  to  cover  up  his  property  from 
the  payment  of  his  debts,  to  the  efbct  that  the  negroes  should 
be  sold  by  the  sheriff  under  the  execution  against  Pond ;  and  if 
the  negroes  were  so  sold  by  the  sheriff,  and  were  bought  in  by 
Fi{^,  at  Pond's  request,  and  for  him ;  and  if  Pond  paid  the 
purdase  money  to  Figh,  and  Figh  paid  it  to  the  sheriff,  to  be 
applied  to  the  execution  under  said  arrangement  between  Pond 
and  Wadsworth ;  and  if  a  part  of  said  arrangement  was,  that 
Pond  should  buy  and  hold  said  slaves  for  Wadsworth,  or  for  his 
wife  and  children ;  and  if  Figh  received  them  from  the  sheriff, 
and  sent  them  to  the  place  directed  by  Pond,  this  was  a  sale 
and  delivery  to  Pond,  and  vested  the  title  in  him. 

5.  That  although  Wadsworth  was  asserting  title  to  the  slaves 
at  the  time  Figh  made  the  deed  to  plaintiff,  if  his  assertion  or 
claim  of  title  was  in  consequence  of  an  agreement  between  him 
and  Pond,  made  to  hinder  and  delay  his  creditors,  that  the 
slaves  should  be  sold  under  said  execution  against  Pond ;  and 
if  the  arrangement  between  them,  as  to  who  should  purchase  and 
hold  the  legal  title,  was  left  to  Pond,  and  Pond  got  Figh  to  bid 
for  him,  but  took  the  deed  in  his  own  name  ;  and  if  the  said 
arrangement  was,  that  Pond,  after  all  these  things  had  been 
done,  should  give  the  slaves  back  to  Wadsworth,  or  to  his 
fiuuily,  then  Wadsworth's  poasession  was  not  adverse,  because 
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not  in  good  faith,  and  they  mast  find  for  plaintiff,  unless  they 
were  satisfied  that  Wadsworth  had  acquired  another  title  before 
the  oonveyanoe. 

6.  That  if  the  negroes  were  sold  by  the  sheriff,  by  the 
authority  of  Wadsworth  to  apply  the  proceeds  to  said  execution 
then  in  his  hands,  and  the  proceeds  were  so  applied  by  Figh, 
who  became  the  purchaser  at  Pond's  request,  and  a  deed  was 
made  to  Figh  by  the  sheriff,  and  Wadsworth  knew  that  Fi|^ 
had  become  the  purchaser  at  said  sale,  then,  although  Wads* 
worth  asserted  title  against  Figh  at  the  time  the  latter  conyeyed 
to  the  plaintiff,  this  was  not  a  bona  fide  claim  of  title,  so  as  to 
constitute  adverse  possession,  if  there  was  no  evidence  of  any 
conveyance  or  the.  acquisition  of  a  new  title  by  Wadsworth. 

The  court  refused  each  one  of  these  charges,  and  the  plaintiff 
excepted  to  each  refusal ;  and  he  now  assigns  for  error  the 
charges  given  and  the  lefusals  to  charge  as^requested. 

Elmoue  &  Yancey,  and  N.  Harris,  for  plaintiff  in  error  : 
The  first  charge  given  by  the  court  was  erroneous ;  because  : 
1st.  It  determined  that  the  title  vested  in  Figh,  and  excluded 
from  tbe  jury  all  inquiries  as  to  the  effect  of  the  evidence  of 
delivery  by  Figh  to  Pond. — Nabors  v.  Camp,  14  Ala.  464  ; 
Carlisle  v.  Hill,  16  ib.  898 ;  21  ti.  9.  2.  It  determined  that  a 
delivery  would  not  pass  the  title  from  Figh  to  Pond,  although 
Pond  was  the  purchaser  ;  but  we  insist,  that  Figh  being  tbe 
agent  of  Pond,  the  delivery  to  Figh  was  the  delivery  to  Pond. 
2.  The  second  charge  given  was  wrong ;  because :  1.  It 
excludes  from  the  jury  the  character  of  Wadsworth's  claim  of 
title — whether  bona  fide,  or  one  of  which  Figh  bad  notice^  or 
whether  Wadsworth  had  disclaimed  holding  under  Figh.  As 
to  the  claim  in  good  faith,  see  Hinton  v.  Nelms,  13  Ala.  229  ; 
Herbert  v.  Hanrick,  16  ib.  598 ;  Abercrombie  v.  Baldwin,  15 
ib.  368.  As  to  the  disclaimer  and  notice  to  Figh,  see  Harrison 
V.  Pool,  16  Ala.  167 ;  Hinton  v.  Nelms,  13  ib.  229 ;  18  ib. 
26.  It  was  proved  that  Figh  had  no  notice  of  the  claim  set 
up  by  Wadsworth.  There  was  no  evidence  of  disclaimer  by 
Wadsworth^  or  acquisition  of  any  new  title.  2.  It  decided 
that  Wadsworth's  possession  was  adverse,  when  Fi|^  made 
the  release  to  the  plaintiff;  and  this  is  a  question  of  fiset  for  tlie 
jmry.-^McHasters  v.  Bell,  2  Peon.   180 ;  8  S.  &  M.  77 ; 
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Hinton  V.  Nelms,  18  Ala.  229  ;  Herbert  v.  Hanriok,  16  Ala. 
594;  21  Ala.  151.  8.  It  overlooked  the  fact,  that,  if  Wads- 
worth  held  in  sabordination  to  Figh's  legal  title,  he  held  in 
BiibordiDation  to  Pond^s  nse ;  and  this  was  such  an  interest  in 
Pond,  that  Figh's  release  to  his  administrator  would  vest  the 
legal  title  in  him,  although  there  had  been  an  adverse  possession. 

3.  Both  charges,  taken  together,  decide  that,  although  Pond 
had  the  use,  and  there  was  a  delivery  to  him  by  Figh,  Pond's 
administrator  could  not  maintain  the  action  on  this  possession. 
We  insist,  that,  on  the  facts,  Pond  could  have  resisted  a 
recovery  against  him  by  Figh ;  and  we  are  inclined  to  think, 
Wadsworth  could  have  done  the  same,  as  the  fiicts  show  a  title 
in  Pond.  If  it  be  said,  this  was  a  trust  for  Pond,  then  the 
delivery  by  Figh  to  Pond  was  an  execution  of  the  trust,  and  the 
title  was  in  him. 

4.  The  first  and  third  charges  refused  could  be  denied,  only 
on  the  ground  that  a  delivery  was  insufficient,  but  a  deed  in 
writing  was  necessary  to  pass  the  title  from  Figh  to  Pond. 

6.  The  second  and  sixth  charges  refused  could  be  denied, 
only  from  overlooking  or  mistaking  the  laws  as  to  adverse 
possession. 

6.  The  fourth  and  fifth  asked  could  be  refused  only  on  two 
grounds:  1st,  that  delivery  was  insufficient  to  pass  the  title; 
2nd,  that  the  fraud  agunst  Wadsworth's  creditors,  enured  at 
once  on  the  sale  to  the  benefit  of  Wadsworth,  without  any  act 
being  done  by  Pc«d.  If  it  is  said,  here  was  a  delivery  to 
Wadsworth,  and  an  execution  of  the  fraudulent  trust,  then  the 
court  assumed  the  delivery  to  Wadsworth,  anti  assumed  a 
further  fact,  that  it  was  a  delivery  for  this  purpose,  as  a  delivery 
for  any  other  purpose  would  not  have  been  in  execution  of  the 
trust.  This,  however,  was  a  question  of  fact,  which  should 
have  been  left  to  the  jury,  and  the  charge  did  present  this 
question  to  their  consideration. 

7.  It  is  said,  however,  that  the  only  interest  acquired  by 
Pigh  from  the  sale  is  that  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  sale*  We  may 
admit  this,  as,  in  fact,  we  insist  Figh  never  acquired  any 
interest  by  the  sale.  He  was  the  agent  of  Pond.  The  question 
]8|  not  what  interest  was  conveyed  by  the  bill  of  sale,  but  what 
interest  passed  by  the  sale  and  delivery.  There  was  no  agree- 
mfint  that  Pond  should  buy  the  negroes ;  but  that  they  should 
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be  sold,  aad  if  a  third  person  had  bought,  what  estate  would  he 
have  acquired  1  Pond,  by  the  purchase,  acquired  precisely  tbe 
same  interest,  and  the  bill  of  sak  made  by  Newman  does  not 
aflfoct  that  interest.  No  bill  of  sale  was  necessary,  the  faets 
passed  the  title  of  Wadjsworth,  and  that  Ne?rman  made  a 
mistake  in  tho  bill  of  sale,  either  as  to  the  character  of  the  tiUe 
or  interest  he  was  conveying,  or  the  character  in  which  he 
conveyed,  cannot  affect  the  purchaser's  rights.  Newman 
purports  to  convey  as  sheriff  negroes  levied  <m  under  execution 
against  Pond  as  his  property.  The  fact  is,  he  sells  the  negroes 
as  the  agent  of  Wadsworlh,  and  as  such  agent  makes  no  paper 
conveyance,  but  conveys  by  delivery.  The  delivery,  then, 
passed  all  Wadsworth's  title.  A  bill  of  sale  is  made  ^ter- 
wards,  conveying  Pcmd's  title  as  held  before  the  sale.  Does 
this  avoid  the  title  given  by  delivery,  or  impair  it  1  But  it  is 
said,  Newman  makes  this  by  Pond's  directions.  Pond  directs 
Newman  to  make  to  Figh  tbe  title  acquired  by  tbe  sale,  but 
Newman  does  not  obey  these  directions,  but  gives  a  different 
conveyance.  Pond  did  not  direct  Newman  to  draw  ip  this 
paper  in  the  form  in  which  it  appears,  but  to  make  the  titles  to 
Figh.  It  does  not  appear  that  Pond  ever  saw  the  bill  of  sale. 
It  may  be  urged  that  this  direction  by  Pond,  being  given  after 
the  sale,  was  authority  to  Newman  to  convey  the  title  to  Fig^ 
that  Pond  acquired  by  the  sale,  and  this  then  passed  all  Pond's 
interest.  Such  an  argument  needs  no  answer.  The  wh<^ 
transaction  resulted  in  this  :  the  negroes  became  Pond's  by  the 
sale,  and  he  became  indebted  to  Wadsworth  for  the  price  they 
brought,  or  their  value,  according  to  the  agreement  between 
them. 

Watts,  Judge  &  Jackson,  and  S.  F.  fiicB,  contra  : 
Upon  the  facta  stated  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  tbe  plaintiff 
never  can  recover ;  and  when  this  is  shown,  this  court  will  not 
reverse,  even  should  there  be  error  m  the  rulings  of  the  court 
below  to  which  exceptions  were  taken* 

The  title  to  the  negroes  was  in  Wadsworth,  as  is  admitted, 
up  to  the  time  of  the  sale  by  Newman ;  but  the  phuntiff  con- 
tends, that  his  testator  acquired  title  by  virtue  of  die  proceed- 
ings at  the  time  of  sale— that  Wadsworth's  consent  to  die  sale 
by  Newman  under  the  execution  in  his  hands,  and  the  fact  that 
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Newnwndid  ettLl,  diTOsted  tiie  title  out  of  Wadsworth^  and 
^aoed  it  in  Pond  or  Figfa.  This  position  depends  for  its  force 
on  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  pais  i  and  to  constitute  such  an 
estoppel,  three  things  are  necessary :  first,  that  the  person 
against  whom  the  estoppel  is  inyoked  has  done  some  act,  or 
made  some  dedaratico,  inconsistent  with  the  truth,  with  a 
design  to  influence;  second,  that  the  person  alleging  the 
estoppel  was  ignorant  of  the  truth,  was  influenced  by  stich  act 
or  declaration,  and  acted  on  it ;  and,  third,  that  an  injury  will 
result  to  the  party  alleging  the  estoppel,  if  the  other  party  is 
Allowed  to  show  the  truth  :  fraud  and  injury  must  concur  to 
oonstitate  an  estoppel  in  pais. — Martin  v.  AngeU,  7  Barb.  S, 
a  R.  407;  32  Maine  R.  127;  Steele  v.  Adams,  21  Ala. 
684,  and  plaintiff's  brief  in  that  case ;  Hnnley  v»  Hnnley,  15 
Ala.  91 ;  Pounds  y.  Richards,  21  Ala.  424.  The  facts  here 
show  that  neither  Pond  nor  Figh  ever  was  in  a  position  to 
invoke  the  doctrine  of  estoppel.  They  knew  all  the  facts ; 
nmther  one  of  them  was  influenced  by  any  act  or  declaration  of 
Wadsworth's ;  neither  paid  any  purchase  money ;  neither  will 
be  injured  by  the  assertion  of  the  truth.  All  estoppels,  legal 
or  equitable,  are  founded  upon  the  great  principles  of  morality 
and  public  policy. — ^Jones  v.  Sasser,  1  Dev.  &  Bat« 
464.  Estoppel  will  not  be  extended  to  accomplish  a  fraudulent 
object. — Pennell  v.  Hinman,  7  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  648 ;  Mar- 
shall V.  Pierce,  12  N.  H.  127. 

Ifthe  doctrine  of  estoppel  applies  at  all,  it  must  apply  to 
Pond  and  Figh.  The  sheriff 's  deed  to  Figh  conveys  only  Pond's 
interest  in  the  negroes,  and  not  Wadsworth's. — ^1  Dev.  &  Bat. 
464,  supra ;  8  S.  &  R.  92-  There  is  no  transfer  of  title  by 
operation  of  law.— 17  Mass.  240 ;  9  ifr.  138  ;  ift.  242  ;  14  ib. 
20;  18t6.  488;  lt».86. 

The  deed  from  Figh,  if  available  for  any  purpose,  does  not 
aid  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit.  He  declares  as  administrator  of 
Lewis  W.  Pond,  while  the  deed  (if  good  at  all)  conveys  tiie  title 
to  him  individually,  and  was  executed  since  the  death  of  his 
intestate.— Gleason  v.  Herring,  2  Dev.  156.  But  the  deed 
itself  is  void,  by  reason  of  Wadsworth's  adverse  possession. 
The  rule  holding  good  faith  to  be  an  element  of  adverse  posses- 
sieofhas  no  application  as  between  confederates  in  fraud. — ^Pryor 
v.  BuOer,  9  Ala«  418 ;  McDoogaU  v.  ScrcggiBS,  8  ib.  888« 
84 
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No  title  passed  out  of  Wadsworth  by  what  is  called  tbe 
sheriff's  sale.  That  sale  was  a  sham,  not  seriously  entered 
into,  and  not  intended  to  be  operative  (Baker  v.  Pope,  7  Ahu 
161 ;  1  Dey.  &  Bat.  574) ;  or  it  was  made  to  defraud  cred- 
itors, and  the  law  will  not  allow  its  process  and  officers  to  be 
thus  used  in  changing  a  title  from  one  party  to  his  confederate 
in  fraud. — ^Boyd  v.  Barclay,  1  Ab.  84 ;  McGrehee  v.  Lindsay, 
6  Ala.  16  ;  U.  S..  Bank  y.  Owens,  2  Peters  627  ;  Pennii^ton 
?.  Townsend,  7  Wend.  280  ;  Thompson  v.  Davies,  18  Johns. 
112;  FambroY.  Gantt,  12  Ala.  298;  1  Foster's  R.  812;  5 
Mason's  R.  465,  479,  495 ;  1  Missouri  R.  754 ;  Coze's  (N. 
J.)  R.  89 ;  Herd  v.  Renfro,  14  Ala.  28 ;  Riner  v.  Stacy,  8 
Humph.  288. 

The  second  charge  asked  excluded  from  the  consideration  of 
the  jury  all  right,  on  the  part  of  Wadsworth,  to  dispute  Figh's 
4itie  to  the  property,  except  on  the  ground  of  adverse  possea* 
sion  :  it  assumes,  as  a  fact,  that  Wadsworth  must  have  held 
under  Figh,  if  he  held  after  the  sheriff 's  sale.  It  excludes 
from  the  consideration  of  the  jury  the  question  whether  L.  W. 
Pond,  or  his  administrator,  had  notice  of  the  adverse  possession. 
All  the  other  charges  asked  are  substantially  tbe  same,  and 
were  properly  refused ;  they  are  all  based  on  portions  of  the 
testimony,  and  exclude  the  other  facts  in  evidence  from  tbe 
consideration  of  the  jury. — ^Nabors  v.  Camp,  14  Ahi. 

CHILTON,  C.  J.— It  will  better  comport  with  that  brevity 
which  it  is  desirable  to  maintain  in  judicial  opinions,  to  lay  down 
tbe  rules  of  law  applicable  to  this  case,  by  which  the  numerous 
charges  must  be  tested,  than  to  proceed  with  an  analysis  and 
examination  of  each  charge  separately. 

1.  The  facts  are  briefly  these :  Wadsworth,  the  defendant's 
intestate,  owning  the  slaves  now  sued  for,  consented  that  New- 
man,  the  sheriff  of  Montgomery  County,  might  sell  them,  with- 
out levy  or  advertisement,  under  an  execution  in  his  hands  in 
favor  of  John  &  Walter  Lockwood,  for  $8,517  69  damagee, 
hmies  cost,  and  ten  per  cent,  damages  award€d  upon  the 
affirmance  of  the  judgment  in  this  court ;  which  execution  was 
-against  Lewis  W.  Pond,  William  A.  Campbell,  Henry  Furmss 
and  J.  P.  Figh.  The  proof  conduced  to  show,  that  Wadsworth 
waaa  party  to  the  demand  on  which  the  judgment  wsflxendeted. 
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but  was  the  surety  of  said  L.  W.  Pond.  The  slaves,  owned 
as  above  stated  by  Wadsworth,  were,  by  the  consent  of  himself 
and  Pond,  sold  by  Newman,  and  Figh,  at  the  request  of  said 
Pond,  bought  them  for  him  (Pond),  but  paid  no  money,  until 
some  time  thereafter.  Immediately  after  they  were  bid  off  by 
Figh,  he  asked  Pond  what  he  should  do  with  said  slaves,  and 
Pond  told  him  to  send  them  back  to  whero  they  came  from. — 
Thereupon,  Figh  immediately  sent  them  to  the  residenoo  of 
Wadsworth,  at  which  place  Pond  was  then  boarding,  and  where 
he  remained  for  some  years,  and  until  about  a  year  before  hia 
death,  when  he  boarded  elsewhere.  The  negroes  remained  in 
the  possession  of  Wadsworth,  and  one  of  them  was  hired  out  by 
the  sheriff  who  sold  them,  subsequently  to  the  sale ;  he  acting 
as  the  agent  of  Mrs.  Wadsworth,  to  whom  he  paid  the  money 
for  the  hire. 

It  appears  that,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  both  Pond  and 
Wadsworth  were  insolvent,  and  executions  against  them  had 
been  returned  *'  no  property  found"  &c.  It  also  appears,  that 
the  execution,  under  which  the  slaves  were  sold,  was  issued  on 
the  8th  November,  1847  ;  the  bill  of  sale  by  the  sheriff  to  Figh 
is  dated  on  the  next  day  (9th  November) ;  and  the  execution  is 
credited  with  the  receipt  of  $3,418,  besides  costs  and  sheriff's 
commissions,  on  the  10th  of  the  same  month.  Figh,  who  had 
purchased  or  bid  off  the  slaves  for  Pond,  received  the  money 
from  the  latter,  and  paid  it  over  to  the  sheriff,  and  never  exe- 
cuted any  instrument  in  writing  to  Pond ;  but  after  his  (Pond's) 
death,  Figh  executed  a  bill  of  sale  to  the  plaintiff  in  error,  who 
was  his  administrator  with  the  will  annexed,  purporting  to  be 
for  one  tlollar,  and  to  convey  the  slaves  to  him  in  trust  for  L. 
W.  Pond's  estate.  Before  this  last  named  bill  of  sale,  which 
bears  date  in  January,  1851,  Wadsworth  claimed  the  slaves, 
being  then  in  the  possession  of  them,  as  his  own  property. 

This  is  the  substance  of  the  testimony,  which  was  submitted 
on  both  sides. 

If  it  be  conceded,  that  Pond  was  the  principal  debtor  in  the 
execution,  to  satisfy  which  these  slaves  were  sold,  and  Wads- 
worth was  but  his  surety  upon  the  original  demand,  and  no 
party  to  the  execution,  it  was  the  duty  of  Pond  to  indemnify 
and  protect  Wadsworth  against  his  liability ;  and  if  the  latter 
consented  to  allow  his  slaves  to  be  sold,  by  an  informal  sale 
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imder  the  ezecation,  as  the  property  of  Pond,  and  Figh  par- 
chased  them  at  the  request  of,  and  for  Pond,  who  sent  them 
back  to  Wadsworthy  from  whose  possession  they  came,  Pond 
would  not  be  in  a  condition  to  invoke  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  to 
defeat  Wadsworth's  title.  He  has  given  nothing  for  the  slaves, 
has  parted  with  nothing,  and  8u£fered  no  detriment  by  reason  of 
Wadsworth's  consent  to  their  sale  as  his  property.  True,  he 
-has  paid  the  debt ;  but  this  he  was  bound  to  do,  and  the  mere 
ceremony  of  having  the  slaves  sold,  and  bidding  them  off  and 
returning  them  back  to  Wadsworth's,  could  not  invest  him  with 
title.  Estoppels  are  not  favored  in  law,  as  they  ^^  conclude  a 
party  by  his  own  act  or  acceptance,  to  say  the  truth^^  (Co.  Litt. 
852  a.) ;  and  with  respect  to  estoppels  in  pais^  they  should 
never  be  allowed  to  preclude  the  investigation  and  ascertain- 
ment of  truth,  unless  the  party  insisting  upon  them  can  do  so 
in  good  faith,  and  unless  the  affirmance  of  the  untruth  of  the 
matter  set  up  as  an  estoppel  would  work  wrong  or  injustice  to 
the  party  whose  conduct  was  influenced  by  it. 

It  is  very  clear,  that  had  the  facts  been  ascertained,  as  the 
evidence  conduced  to  show  them,  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  could 
not  have  precluded  Wadsworth's  administrator  from  setting  up 
bis  title.  Wadsworth's  slaves,  by  his  gratuitous  consent,  were 
sold  as  the  property  of  Pond.  We  may  concede  that,  had  a 
stranger  have  purchased,  trusting  to  such  consent,  and  have 
parted  with  his  money  on  the  faith  of  it,  his  title  would  have 
been  good ;  otherwise,  be  might  be  greatly  injured  and  defrauded. 
But  Pond  buys  them,  through  his  agent,  Figh.  He  buys,  as 
his  hill  of  sale  purports  to  convey,  all  the  interest  which  he 
(Pond)  had  in  them  before  the  sale.  What  interest  did  he  then 
have?  None;  then  he  bought  none.  The  property  remained 
precisely  in  the  same  condition  after  as  before  the  sale.  It 
would  be  a  strange  application  of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel,  to 
hold  that,  because  a  surety  consented  that  his  property  might, 
for  the  purpose  of  a  sale  under  execution,  be  treated  as  the 
propwty  of  the  principal  debtor,  su<^  principal  might  buy  it  in, 
and  hold  it,  as  hdmng  purchased  his  own  property  y  the  consider  - 
ationforit  being  the  payment  of  his  ovm  debty  which  justice 
and  good  faith  to  the  surety  required  he  should  have  paid,  thus 
avoiding  a  sale,  and  releasing  the  surety.  The  bare  statement 
gf  the  prciposition  ^bows^  that  to  allow  the  principal  to  set  up 
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•dch  consent  as  an  eBtoppel,  wotild  operate  a  fraad  upon  ti^ 
saretj,  diTesting  him  of  the  title  to  his  slavee,  vhieh  it  was  tbd 
ehtj  of  the  prineipal  to  protect  and  maintain  by  tiie  payment  of 
the  debt,  and  Testing  that  title  in  tho  defiinlting  principal,  with^ 
out  the  payment  of  one  cent,  or  the  doing  of  any  act  which  the 
kw,  without  such  sale,  did  not  require.  There  is  no  siidi 
potency  in  the  mere  ceremony  of  a  sale  by  the  sheriff*  Nor 
does  the  fact  that  Figh  bid  off  the  slaves  make  any  difference* 
He  was  the  agent  of  Pond,  the  mere  c<mdnit,  as  was  doabtlesa 
supposed,  through  whom  the  title  could  more  securely  pass.--* 
So  far  as  he,  Figh,  was  concerned,  the  alaves  vefited  ift  Pond, 
whm  he  sent  them  to  Wadsworth's  by  Pond's  diroction  ;  thifl 
was  a  delivery  to  Pond,  and  they  were  no  longer  at  the  risk  of 
Figh.  The  bill  of  sale  which  he  executed,  in  1851,  to  the 
administrator  of  Pond,  was  but  an  attempt  to  furnish  written 
evidence  of  a  transaction  consummated  long  before ;  for,  had 
the  slaves  died  after  they  were  delivered  by  sending  them  ta 
Wadsworth's,  it  is  too  clear  to  admit  of  doubt  that  the  loss 
would  not  have  fallen  on  Figh.  The  title  of  Pond  derives  no 
additional  strmgth  by  reason  of  its  passing  throuj^  Figh,  who, 
as  we  have  said,  had  no  interest  in  the  slaves,  except  as  a  mere 
naked  trustee  for  Pond,  after  the  amount  which  he  bid  was  paid 
by  the  latter. 

2.  Having  considered  the  law  of  the  case,  as  applicable  to 
the  facts  hypothetically  stated  as  above,  as  it  is  insisted  by  the 
counsel  that  the  proof  justifies  the  presentation  of  it  in  another 
aspect,  without  expressing  any  opinion  upon  questions  of  fact, 
we  proceed  to  consider  the  case  upon  the  hypothesis  for  which 
they  contend. 

It  is  argued,  that,  Wadsworth  being  insolvent  a«  well  as 
Pond,  the  object  of  both  parties  in  consenting  to  the  sale  by 
Newman  4tnd  the  purchase  by  Figh,  was,  to  place  the  slaves  cot 
of  the  reach  of  Wadsworth's  creditors,  and  thus  to  defraud 


If  Ae  proof  should  sustain  this  hypothesis,  then  it  is  clear 
that  Figh  could  have  held  the  shaves,  both  as  agunst  Wads* 
worth  and  Pood.  The  law  hcdds  such  transactions,  as  to  cred- 
itors and  bona  fide  purdutsers  for  a  valuable  consideration,  to 
be  void  ;  but  as  between  the  parties  themselves,  such  sales  are 
vaUd  md  binding.    It  follows,  if  Figh  had  a  good  title  as 
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against  Wadswortb^  he  had  the  right  to  vest  that  title  in  Pond  ; 
and  his  title,  as  against  Wadsworth,  was  good  and  availabley  if 
his  purchase  was  made  under  an  agreement  with  Wadswortk 
and  Pond,  or  with  Wadsworth  alone,  that  he  should  bid  them 
off  and  hold  them,  or  vest  the  title  by  transfer  in  Pond,  to 
screen  the  property  from  liability  to  Wadsworth's  debts. 

If,  on  the  o^er  hand,  Figh  did  not  in  any  way  participate  in 
the  transaction  with  any  fraudulent  design,  and  bought  the 
property  in  good  faith,  as  the  agent  for  Pond ;  yet,  if  it  was 
agreed  between  Wadsworth  and  Pond,  that  the  property  should 
pass  through  the  ceremony  of  a  sale  under  execution  as  Pond's 
property,  and  should  be  bought  in  by  Pond,  either  personally^ 
or  dirough  bis  agent,  and  held  by  him  or  his  agent,  t»i  order  to 
ddci/y  hinder  or  defraud  the  creditors  of  WadstDorth^  in  such 
case,  the  title  of  Pond  would  avail  as  against  Wadsworth,  not- 
^withstanding  he  was  the  principal  in  the  debt  on  which  the  judg<> 
ment  and  execution  were  founded. 

Neither  would  the  fact  that  Wadsworth  afterwards  came  to 
the  possession  of  the  slaves,  in  the  absence  ^f  any  proof  of  a 
contract  or  agreement  by  which  he  acquired  them  from  Pond, 
prevent  a  recovery  by  the  latter  :  that  is  to  say,  the  maxim^ 
'^  tn  pari  delicto,  potior  est  conditio  possidentis^^  has  no  applica- 
tion to  such  case ;  for,  as  between  the  parties,  the  law  preter- 
mits the  fraud,  or,  if  it  regards  it,  does  so  for  the  purpose  of 
holding  the  fraudulent  vendor  to  his  sale,  thus  punishing  his 
fraud  by  the  forfeiture,  as  it  were,  of  his  property  so  fraudu- 
lently disposed  of. 

8.  In  regard  to  the  validity  of  the  bill  of  sale  from  Figh  to 
the  plamtiff  in  error,  it  is  only  necessary  to  remark,  that  if 
Figh  bought  the  slaves  as  the  agent  of  Pond,  and  called  upon 
him  to  know  what  he  should  do  with  them,  and  was  directed  to 
send  them  to  Wadsworth's,  where  Pond  also  lived,  and  this  was 
intanded  as  a  delivery  to  Pond,  the  title  would,  under  the  second 
aspect  of  the  facts  in  which  we  have  considered  this  case,  hare 
vested  in  Pond ;  and  Figh,  having  parted  with  his  title  by  this 
verbal  delivery,  could  have  conveyed  none  to  the  administrator 
by  his  bill  of  sale  in  1851.  But,  conceding  that  the  title  did 
not  pass  by  the  verbal  arrangement,  and  that  it  was  understood 
between  the  parties  that  the  transfer  should  not  be  consummated 
until  a  bill  of  sale  was  e)(eoutod}  still  the  instnimeut  foand  in 
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the  record  does  not  Test  the  legal  title  in  the  administrator  as 
suchj  although  it  purports  to  do  so.  He  takes  the  property,  if 
at  all,  as  an  individual,  while  he  has  the  equitable  right  to  it  as 
admintstrator.  He  is  the  representative  of  the  deceased,  in 
respect  ^^  of  the  goo^Is  and  chattels,  rights  and  credits  which 
were  of  the  deceased  at  the  time  of  his  death.^^  Such  rights 
as  he  acqaires  subsequently  to  that  period,  he  takes  as  an  indi- 
vidual, but,  it  may  be,  as  a  trustee  for  the  estate  which  he 
represents. 

It  is  proper  to  remark,  however,  that  the  fact  of  accepting  a 
bill  of  sale  by  Martin  Pond,  the  administrator,  of  Figh,  does 
oot  preclude  the  administrator  from  deducing  a  title  through  hia 
testator  by  virtue  of  a  consummated  sale  by  Figli  to  him. — 
Estoppels  must  be  mntnal ;  and  as  the  administratrix  of  Wads- 
worth  is  not  bound  by  the  bill  of  sale,  so  she  can  take  no  advan- 
tage of  it 

The  law,  as  given  in  charge  by  the  eoart,  does  not  accord  with 
the  views  we  have  above  expressed. 

The  first  charge  given,  excludes  from  the  consideration  of 
the  jury  the  evidence  as  to  whether  Figh  made  a  delivery  and 
consummated  transfer  of  the  slaves  to  Pood  immediately  after 
his  purchase,  as  some  of  the  proof  conduced  to  show.  Upon 
the  hypothesis  that  the  sale  was  made  to  delay  and  defraud 
creditors,  and  that  Figh  bought  at  Pond's  request,  and  paid  for 
the  slaves  with  Pond's  money,  the  charge  left  the  title  in  Figh, 
unless  it  was  divested  out  of  him  by  the  bill  of  sale  to  the 
administrator  of  Pond.  This  was  erroneous,  as  restricting  the 
plaintiff's  right  of  recovery  to  a  partial  view  of  the  facts,  and 
rendering  it  auneoessary  for  the  jury  to  consider  other  proof 
tending  to  show  that  the  title  had  passed  out  of  Figh,  indepen- 
dent of  the  bill  of  sale  to  Martin  Pond. 

We  forbear,  however,  a  further  comment  on  the  several 
charges,  as  the  principles  we  have  stated  will  be  saffieient  to 
guide  the  primary  court  in  the  further  progress  of  the  cause. 

Let  the  judgment  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 

CrOUTHWAITB,  J.,  QOt  sitting* 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


644  ALABAMA. 


The  Alabama  Life  IiifiurMi«9  and  Trust  Co.  t.  Pettway. 


24    544 
114    642, 

Jb  m     THE  ALABAMA  LIFE  INSURANCE  AND  TRUST 
COMPANY  vs.  PETTWAY. 

1.  A  trastee  in  a  deed,  who  is  also  the  principal  beneficiary,  may  come  into 
equity,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  other  beneficiaries  of  the  deed,  to  pre- 
Tent  a  sale  of  the  property  under  execntions  and  attachments  at  law,  to 
foreclose  the  deed,  and  to  settle  the  conflicting  liens.  Such  a  bill  is  properly 
filedt  not  only  as  preventing  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  and  remoTing  a  cl^Mid 
upon  the  title  to  the  property,  but  also  on  the  well  settled  ground  that  a 
mortgagee,  although  he  has  a  power  of  sale,  may  foreclose  in  equity. 

S.  One  of  the  debts  secured  by  a  deed  of  trust  was  described  as  a  balance  paid 
.  by  the  beneficiary  on  a  certain  note  on  which  he  was  surety  for  the  grantor, 
while  the  evidence  showed  that  the  debt  was  paid,  in  part,  with  notes  of  a 
third  person  borrowed  by  the  grantor,  in  payment  of  which  he  gave  his 
bond,  with  the  beneficiary  as  his  surety, — ^that  the  grantor  was  insolvent, — 
that  the  loan  was  made  on  the  credit  of  the  beneficiary,  and  that  the  latter 
had  pa&d  a  portion  of  the  note,  and  had  given  his  individual  security  fait  the 
balance :  Held,  that  it  was  competent  for  the  parties,  as  between  themselves, 
to  change  their  relations  to  each  other  on  the  debt,  and  to  treat  it  as  the 
debt  of  the  surety ;  and  that  their  relation  to  each  other  with  respect  to  tiie 
debt  did  not  affect  the  question  of  fraud  in  the  execution  of  the  deed. 

a.  Bvidence  held  sufficient  (in  this  case)  to  establish  the  existence  aad  Am  a 
fidet  of  a  certain  debt  secured  by  a  deed  of  trust,  where  the  validity  of  th» 
deed  was  contested  on  the  ground  of  flraud. 

4.  Where  a  deed  of  trust  is  attacked  for  fraud,  a  general  creditor  of  the  gran- 
tor, whose  debtls  not  secured  by  the  deed,  is  a  competent  witness  to  prov« 
the  kima  Jide$  of  any  secured  debt,  slthough  he  may  have  another  Becorify. 

5.  Proof  of  a  debt  corresponding  in  every  respect,  exoept  as  to  amount,  witk 
one  of  the  secured  debts,  may  be  received  for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  mis- 
desoription  of  the  debt,  and  thus  repelling  the  inference  of  fraud,  altiiough 
it  may  not  be  sufficient  to  authorize  a  ibreclosure  as  to  the  secured  debt 

6.  If  a  debtor,  in  lUling  circumstanoes,  executes  a  deed  of  trust  to  secure 
some  of  his  creditors,  and,  with  the  intent  of  saving  a  portion  of  the  pro- 
perty to  himself,  &ils  to  disclose  the  indebtedness  of  one  of  the  secured  cred- 
itors to  him  on  another  transaction,  this  would  be  a  fraud  upon  his  creditors, 
as  agtdnst  any  one  who,  by  assenting  to  the  intent,  participated  in  the  fraud. 

7.  If  a  creditor,  knowing  the  insolvency  of  his  debtor,  takes  firom  him  a  dead 
of  trust  to  secure  the  entire  amount  of  his  debt,  without  discloriiig  the  Ihot 
that  he  is  indebted  to  the  grantor  on  another  transaction  not  noticed  in  the 
deed,  this  would  be  a  strong  circumstance  against  him,  and  would  probably 
be  conclusive  if  the  indemnity  provided  was  fUlly  adequate  to  the  secured 
debts  ;  but,  if  the  mortgaged  property  was  insufficient  to  pay  the  ssonred 
debts,  by  an  amount  exceeding  the  creditor's  indebtedness  to  the  graninr,  or 
if  there  were  other  debts  or  liabilities  not  provided  for  by  the  deed,  exceed- 
ing the  creditor's  said  indebtedness,  this  would  be  sufficient  to  rebst  every 
Inference  of  fraud  or  dishonesty. 
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&  Cowtt  wll  not  BlriT«  to  fone Qonehuioiis of  flrand;  if  the  circniDilftneea 
reli«d  on  to  sostain  the  aUegation  of  fraud,  are  fiurly  Buaceptible  of  aa  hopest 
intent,  that  constmction  will  be  placed  upon  them. 

Erkor  to  the  Chancerj  Court  of  Wilcox. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  J.  W.  Lesesne. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  Mark  H.  Petfcway,  for  himself  and  the 
other  secured  creditors,  to  foreclose  a  deed  of  trust  executed  to 
him  as  trustee  by  Charles  J.  Gee  and  Sterling  H.  Gee,  and  to 
enjoin  certain  proceedings  at  law  on  the  part  of  other  creditors 
who  were  not  secured.  It  alleges  the  execution  and  existence 
of  the  deed,  the  fact  that  the  property  had  been  levied  on,- 
before  the  law  day  of  the  deed,  under  certain  attachments  and 
executions  against  the  grantors,  and  the  danger  which  would 
ensue  to  the  trustee's  claims  from  the  dispersion  of  the  pro- 
perty ;  it  alleges,  further,  that  a  portion  of  the  property  con- 
veyed by  the  deed  had  been  sold  under  executions  which  exerted 
a  prior  lien  to  the  deed,  and  that  the  balance  unsold  was  hardly 
sufficient  to  pay  the  secured  d^bts.  The  creditors  who  bad 
levied  attachments  and  executions  on  the  property,  are  made 
defendants  to  the  bill  -;  and  the  prayer  is,  that  the  personal 
property  unsold  may  be  disposed  of  as  waste  and  perishable 
property,  that  the  proceedings  at  law  may  be  enjoined,  that  the 
conflicting  claims  upon  the  property  may  be  settled,  that  the 
deed  of  trust  may  be  established  as  a  lien  on  the  proper^,  and 
that  the  whole  subject-matter  may  be  administered  under  the 
directions  of  ^e  court. 

The  answers  attack  the  deed  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  alleging 
that  it  was  made  to  hinder,  delay  and  defraud  the  creditors  of 
the  grantors.  The  answer  of  the  Alabama  Life  Insurance  and 
Trust  Company  states,  that,  in  the  fall  of  1845,  said  Sterling 
H.  Qee  assigned  forty  negroes  to  said  Pettway,  then  being  hi 
North  Carolina ;  "  that  said  assignment  was  made  to  complam- 
ant  for  the  purpose  of  indemnifying  him  against  the  payment  of 
any  debts  for  wbioh  he  was  bound  as  surety  for  said  Sterling ;" 
that  said  Sterling,  in  1845,  conveyed  about  $20,000  worth  of 
property  to  one  Perkms,  as  trustee,  to  secure  complainant 
against  any  liability  incurred  on  account  of  said  Sterling ; 
^^  that  complainant  is  amply  indemnified,  in  North  Carolma, 
•gainst  soy  loea  or  liability  on  aocouBt  of  said  Sterling  and 
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Charles  J.  Gee,  by  the  property  thas  delivered  to  Perkins  and 
to  Pettway  ;  that  the  property  in  North  Carolina  is  ample  for 
the  security  of  Pettway ;  that  the  Alabama  debts  were  con- 
tracted on  the  faith  of  the  Alabama  property." 

This  general  statement  of  the  allegations  of  the  bill  and 
answers  is  sufficient  to  show  the  legal  points  presented  by  the 
case.  The  Chancellor  sustamed  the  validity  of  the  deed  of 
trusty  and  his  decree  is  now  assigned  for  error. 

A.  F.  HoPKiNSi  for  plaintiffs  in  error : 

Equity  law  requires  that  every  fact  essential  to  the  right  of 
the  plaintiff  to  maintain  his  bill  and  obtain  relief,  must  be  stated 
in  the  bill ;  for  no  facts  are  in  issue  unless  charged  in  the  bill, 
and  no  proof  can  be  offered  of  facts  not  in  the  bill ;  nor  can 
relief  be  granted  for  matters  not  charged  in  the  bill,  although 
they  may  be  apparent  from  other  parts  of  the  pleadings  and  the 
evidence.— Story's  Eq.  PI.  §  257 ;  1  Daniels'  Chan.  PL  and 
Prac.  877,  and  note  2.  The  rule  is  settled,  that  an  admissioa 
in  a  defendant's  answer  shall  be  of  no  avail  to  the  plaintiff, 
unless  the  matter  of  it  be  put  in  issue  by  the  bill. — Storj^s 
Eq.  PI.  §  264  ;  Gresley's  £q.  Ev.  22,  23*  The  G<»weqnence 
of  the  rule  is,  that  although  diere  is  a  clear  case  for  relief  on 
the  face  of  the  answer,  consisting  of  a  defendant's  admission, 
the  plaintiff  can  take  no  benefit  from  it,  because  the  bill  does 
not  charge  the  fact  which  the  admission  contains ;  and  the 
plaintiff  is  frequently  obliged  to  ask  leave  to  amend  his  bill. 
The  course  for  the  plaintiff  to  take  in  such  a  case,  is  to  obtain 
leave  to  amend  his  bill,  by  charging  in  it  the  case  admitted  in 
the  answer.— Story's  Eq.  PI.  §  264  ;  Gresley's  Eq.  Ev.  22, 
28.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  decided 
frequently  ^^  that  no  admission  in  an  answer  can,  under  auy 
circumstances,  lay  a  foundation  for  relief  unless  it  be  snbstaii- 
tially  setforth."— 11  Peters  229,  249.  In  the  case  of  Harri- 
son €i  al.  V.  Nixon,  the  same  court  decided,  that  if  an  answer 
contained  a  statement  ommitted  in  the  bill,  but  necessary  to  the 
relief  sought  by  the  plaintiff,  the  allegation  in  the  answer  could 
not  supply  the  want  of  it  in  the  bill,  as  evMy  bill  must  centaio 
in  itself  sufficient  matters  of  fact,  per  scj  to  maintun  the  case 
of  the  plaintiff —9  Peters  502,  608.  The  Supreme  Court  of 
Ali^bama  has  been  governed  invariably  by  the  same  nile.    TIm 

Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


January  term,  1854.  547 

The  AlalMma  Life  Iniuranoe  and  Tmtt  Co.  t.  Pettway. 

eoQTt  saidy  m  the  case  of  Goodwin  v.  Lyon,  4  Porter  806,  307| 
however  strong  nay  be  the  proof  of  a  complainant^  and  howorer 
clear  hia  title  to  the  aid  of  the  coart,  it  is  wholly  immaterial ; 
if  the  allegations  of  his  bill  are  not  in  harmony  with  his  teati« 
mony,  it  cannot  be  regarded  by  the  conrt.  In  the  cas^  of 
McKinley  y*  Irvine,  698,  694,  the  conrt  said:  ^'  Nothing  is  in 
lasne,  except  such  facts  as  are  charged  in  the  bill ;  and  all 
proof  of  facts  not  stated,  either  generally  or  circumstantially, 
must  be  regarded  as  without  the  issue,  and  ccmsequently  irrele* 
vant,  and  a  decree  on  such  fects  cannot  be  sapported."-^18 
Ala.  R.  487,  488,  489.  The  authority  of  the  rule  in  the  £ng* 
lish  Court  of  Chancery  is  established  by  the  references  whidi 
have  abready  been  made  to  Greeley's  £q.  £v.  and  1  Daniels' 
PI.  and  Prac. ;  and  the  necessity  to  amend  a  bill  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  relief,  by  inserting  matter  in  it  admitted  in  the 
answer,  but  omitted  in  the  original  bill,  is  shown  also  by  1  Scho* 
It  Lef.  R.  1, 9.  An  admission  in  an  answer  is  but  evidence,  and 
differs  from  the  testimony  of  a  witness  in  this  only  :  that  it  is 
conclusive,  because  it  acts  as  an  estoppel  to  the  introduction  of 
conflicting  evidence. — Greeley's  £q.  £v.  9, 10,  and  note  F. — 
As  an  admission  is  evidence  only,  it  is  inadmissible,  unless  the 
fact  to  be  proved  by  the  admission  be  alleged  in  the  bill,  and 
thus  put  in  issue,  as  allegations  must  be,  to  render  the  evidence 
competent  that  is  relied  upon  to  prove  them.  An  answer  to  a 
bill  is  required  and  enforced  with  a  view  to  furnish  an  admission 
of  the  case  made  by  the  bill,  either  in  aid  of  proof,  or  to  supply 
the  want  of  it« — Wigram  on  Discovery,  p.  1,  §  2. 

The  bill  alleges  that  the  debts  charged  to  be  due  to  the  ben- 
eficiaries in  the  deed,  are  b<ma  fiiit*  This  allegation  is  denied 
by  each  of  the  contesting  creditors,  and  each  of  them  alleges  in 
his  answer  that  the  deed  is  fraudulent.  The  issue  thus  made 
involves  the  character  of  the  deed ;  and  it  was  competent  under 
it  for  the  creditors,  who  are  defendants  to  the  bill,  to  prove  that 
Pettway  and  the  Gees  provided  by  the  deed  for  a  larger  amount 
than  was  due  from  the  grantors  to  Pettway  or  any  other  bene* 
ficiary.  The  evidence  of  Perkins  and  others,  which  proves  that 
Pettway  was  indebted  to  S.  H.  Gee  in  the  sum  of  ^16,000,  finr 
the  negroes  he  purchased  of  Gree,  that  Pettway  gave  his  bond 
for  this  sum  to  S.  H.  Gee,  which  was  unpaid  when  Perkins 
msde  his  depositioni  that  Pettway  cenoeftled  the  extstenoe  of 
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tkis  bond  and  the  debt  of  whioh  the  bond  was  the  eridenee,  and 
treated  the  indebtedness  of  the  Gees  to  him  as  thon^  he  owed 
nothing  for  the  negroes :  this  evidence  was  enUtled  to  the  eflSsot 
whioh  the  oonrt  allowed  to  it  in  the  opinion  that  was  ddivered 
in  this  case  at  the  last  term  of  tho  Supreme  Court* 

It  is  nnderstood  that  the  decree  heretofore  rendered  in  tUa 
case,  and  which  was  eet  aside  to  allow  a  re-hearing  of  the 
c$use,  was  set  aside  upon  the  ground  that  the  answers  of  the 
creditors  stated  that  S.  H.  Oee,  in  the  fall  or  winter  of  1846, 
assigned  about  forty  negroes  to  Pettwaj,  other  than  tiiose  con- 
V^eyed  to  him  by  the  deed  €i  mortgage,  to  indemnify  him  against 
the  payment  of  any  debt  for  which  he  was  surety  for  S.  H.  Oee, 
and  that  the  indemnity  was  giren  to  him  before  tbe  mortgage 
was  made  in  this  State.  Such  a  statement,  in  all  the  answers, 
would  be  entitled  to  no  effect  on  the  case.  If,  withcmt  such  a 
statement  in  the  answers,  Pettway  would  have  no  right  to  relief, 
the  statement,  if  contained  in  the  answers,  would  be  ioefiectual 
to  give  him  any  claim  to  relief,  because  the  fact  contained  in 
the  statement  is  not  in  issue,  as  it  is  not  alleged  in  the  bill !— • 
Tluit  such  a  statement  in  tbe  answeis  must  be  disregarded  by 
the  eourt,  tbe  authorities  which  have  been  already  referred  to 
conclusively  show.  But  it  would  be  a  mistake  to  conclude  that 
each  creditor's  answer  contains  such  a  statement.  There  ie  no 
such  a  statement  in  either  answer  of  the  defendants  whose 
names  follow :  Bacon  and  two  others,  who  unite  with  him  in  the 
same  answer,  A.  B.  Cooper,  E.  O.  Johnson,  B.  R.  Hogan, 
Arthur  Fant  and  Joseph  Van  Devoot,  guardian  of  an  infant 
defendant*  Their  answers  are  what  the  court  understood  the 
answers  to  be  when  the  opinion  in  tbe  case  was  formed  and 
delivered.  If  the  deed  be  fraudulent  in  part,  as  to  Pettway  only, 
it  is  wholly  void  as  to  him,  and  he  can  take  no  benefit  from  it 
against  any  creditor. — 14  Ala.  R.  5&7,  669.  An  infant  is  not 
boand  by  admissions  in  his  answers. — 1  Daniels'  Cb.  PI.  214* 

A  deed  securing  two  notes  to  the  same  person,  one  payable 
to  him  as  a  guardian,  and  tbe  other  as  an  individual,  the  former 
founded  on  a  valuable,  and  the  other  without  consideration,  is 
wholly  fraudulent  and  void.-- 14  Ala.  557, 559.  A  deed  frand. 
nlent  as  to  any  of  tbe  contesting  creditors  ia  void,  and  being 
void  leaves  the  property  as  to  which  it  is  void  in  the  same  condi* 
tion  in  which  it  would  be  if  the  deed  had  net  been  made,  aiNl 
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thorefore  liable  to  all  the  ccmtestmg  creditort  of  the  frmdolent 
grftQtore. 

The  bill  pate  nothing  in  iesiie  ms  to  the  deed  of  traet  m^de 
by  S.  H.  Gee  to  Perkins  in  North  Carolina^-etates  nothing 
from  which  the  anennt  of  the  debts  prorkled  for  by  that  deed 
or  the  valne  of  the  property  conveyed  by  it  can  be  aeoertained. 
The  bill  all^s  nothing  in  relation  to  the  debt  alleged  to  be  dne 
to  Wm.  R.  Clarke  by  S.  H.  Gee  and  Pettway,  and  therefore 
pats  nothing  inisane  in  relation  to  that  debt.    Pettway  avoided 
iQ  his  bill  all  statements  relating  to  the  deed  made  in  North 
Carolina  to  Perkins,  the  bond  of  $15)000  for  the  negroes,  and 
the  note  in  favor  of  Wm.  R.  Clarke,  as  he  avoided  also  all 
qnestiona  to  his  witnesses  in  relation  to  the  same  matters.    The 
answers  of  the  creditors  deny  that  the  debts  provided  for  in  the 
mortgage  to  Pettway  were  dne,  and  allege  that  the  debts  paid 
by  Pettway  as  security  of  the  Gees,  were  paid  with  the  funds 
of  the  Gees  or  one  of  them.    The  testimony  offered  by  the  con- 
testing creditors,  that  S.  H.  Qte  borrowed  $15,000  in  notes  of 
Wm.  R.  Clarke,  payable  to  him,  and  that  Pettway  paid  debts, 
for  which  he  was  surety  for  Gtee,  with  them,  is  competent,  and 
proves  the  fraud  of  which   they  were  guilty.    This  evidence 
proves  the  truth  of  the  denial  in  the  answers  of  the  bona  fides 
of  the  debts  claimed  by  Pettway  and  provided  for  by  the 
mortgage. 

The  bill  does  not  state  the  consideration  (ji  the  note  with  the 
name  of  S.  H.  Gee  as  maker,  for  $2,617  68,  payable  to  Pett- 
way one  day  after  date,  and  bearing  date  the  20th  of  August, 
1848 ;  nor  does  any  evidence  prove  there  was  a  consideration  f(Hr 
the  note.  The  only  evidence  relating  to  this  point  is  in  the 
depositions  of  Pritchett,  Perkins  and  Falconer.  Each  of  these 
witnesses  testified  he  knew  nothing  of  the  consideration  of  the 
note,  but  that  the  signature  to  the  note  was  in  the  handwriting 
of  S.  H.  Gee,  and  that  the  signature  of  said  Gee  to  the  settle- 
ment referred  to  by  Pritchett,  was  in  Gee's  handwriting. — 
Pritchett  is  the  owner  of  two  notes  secured  by  mortgage  to 
Pettw^r,  due  when  he  made  his  deposition.  He  is,  therefore, 
an  incompetent  witness,  and  his  testimouy  must  be  disregarded 
by  the  court.— 1  Ala.  582  ;  4  Port.  252.  For  the  right  of  the 
parties  to  have  inc(»npetent  testimony  disregarded  by  the  court, 
s^  theiir  agreeneqt,  of  record.     The  other  two  dqnntMui 
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provo  only  that  the  signature  to  the  note  ia  in  the  band-writing 
of  S.  H.  Gee.  As  no  consideration  for  this  note  is  proved,  the 
attempt  to  secure  the  payment  of  it  to  Pettway,  makes  the  deed 
fraudulent  and  void  as  to  him.  Neither  the  note,  the  deed,  nor 
the  recitals  in  it,  are  any  evidence  against  the  contesting  credit^ 
ors,  that  S.  H.  Gee  was  indebted  in  any  sum  upon  the  note  to 
Pettway.— 4  Ala.  261,  268,  264 ;  10  ib.  IS7 ;  6  i6.  1, 12 ;  8 
Porter  401,  404,  405;  4  Randolph  282 ;  14  Ala.  557. 

Another  note,  payable  on  its  face  to  Pettway  as  executor  of 
John  Powell,  one  day  after  date,  and  bearing  date  the  16th  ef 
November,  1889,  with  interest  from  the  28th  of  May,  1889, 
for  $1,717  14,  with  the  name  of  S.  H.  Gree  as  maker,  is  provi- 
ded for  in  the  mortgage  as  a  debt  due  to  Pettway.  This  note 
is  liable  to  all  the  objections  made  to  the  note  for  $2,617  68, 
and  others  in  addition.  The  bill  does  not  state  what  the  consid- 
eration of  the  note  was,  and  the  testimony  does  not  prove,  a 
consideration.  The  authorities  relied  upon  against  the  validity 
of  this  note  are  the  same  that  ate  cited  against  the  note  for 
$2,617  58.  It  is  not  alleged  in  the  UU  that  the  note  for 
01,716  14,  described  in  schedule  B,  a  part  of  the  mor^ge, 
was  intended  for  the  note  for  $1,616  14,  the  only  note  produced 
that  is  payable  to  Pettway  as  executor  of  Powell,  that  it  was  in 
existence  and  unpaid  at  the  date  of  the  mortgage,  and  that  by 
mistake  it  was  described  as  a  note  for  $1,717  14.  No  evidence 
relates  to  the  note  described  in  the  mortgage,  and  none  tends  to 
provo  that  the  note  for  $1,616  14  was  intended  to  be  secured  by 
the  deed,  or  that  it  was  then  in  existence.  As  there  is  no  alle- 
gation in  the  bill  that  the  latter  note  was  intended  to  be  secured 
by  the  provisions  in  the  deed  for  the  payment  of  a  note  for 
$1,717  14,  evidence  of  such  an  allegation  would  be  incompe- 
tent.— 10  Wheaton  189.  Relief  cannot  be  granted  on  the  note 
described,  because  the  existence  of  such  a  note  is  not  proved, 
nor  even  pretended  now.  Nor  can  it  be  granted  upon  the 
ground  that  the  note  for  $1,616  14  was  intended  by  the  mort- 
gagors and  mortgagee  by  the  description  of  a  note  for  $1,717 
14,  as  the  bill  contains  no  such  allegation.  Relief  cannot  be 
granted  on  matter  not  charged  in  the  bill,  although  the  same  may 
appear  from  the  evidence.— 18  Ala.  698 ;  10  Wheaton  189. 
Without  evidence  to  prove  that  the  note  for  $1,616  14,  was  a 
dsbt  intended  to  be  secured,  it  i«  not  witlun  the  provisions  of 
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the  deed,  as  it  k  not  identified  with  the  mortgage  nor  othef 
proof.~l  Ala.  710;  12  ib.  187. 

The  legal  eonclnsion  frem  the  evidence  is,  that  the  Oeee  and 
Petfeway  have  provided  in  the  deed  for  the  payment  of  two 
notes,  the  largest  of  which  is  not  a  honafidt  debt,  beeanse  there 
was  no  coAsidcration  for  it ;  and  the  other  for  $1,717  14,  they 
do  not  pretend  now  exists.  As  there  is  no  proof  that  these  two 
notes,  or  tho  one  for  $1,616  14,  were  hma  fdt  debts,  the  deed 
is  wholly  fraudulent  as  to  Pettway,  upon  the  authority  of 
Tatam  y«  Hunter  &  Thomas,  14  AIa«  657,  and  of  Moore  & 
Paine  v.  Tarlton  &  Paine,  8  Ala.  444.  The  amount  due  to 
Pettway  was  fedsely  stated  in  the  deed  at  a  larger  amount 
than  tiie  e^dence  proves  was  due  to  him,  as  it  was  in  each  of 
the  two  eases  ]astcited.~2  Ala.  814, 18;  1  Story's  Gom.  on 
Eq.  kk  858, 869. 

The  next  question  I  shall  discuss  is,  which  of  the  two  makers, 
S.  H.  Gee  or  Pettway,  was  the  surety  in  the  note  payable  to 
Wm.  R.  Clarke  1  The  testimony  furnishes  a  dear  and  indis* 
putable  answer  to  this  question.  That  S.  H.  Qee  was  the 
pnncipal,  and  Pettway  the  surety,  is  ascertained  in  every  mode 
which  oan  be  resorted  to,  to  attain  a  correct  conclusion  on  the 
subject.  Does  the  borrower  usually  make  the  application  by 
himself  ot  his  agent  for  the  loan  7  If  this  be  a  cliaracteristic 
of  the  borrower,  it  is  fixed  by  the  evidence  in  this  case  upon 
(3ee.  He  applied  to  Ckrke  for  the  loan,  and  gave  Pettway  as 
his  surety'  Joint  makers  of  a  note,  that  does  not  express  that 
either  is  a  surety,  are  both  principals,  and,  except  as  between 
themselves,  neither  can  defend  a  suit  on  the  note,  upon  the 
ground  that  he  is  a  surety,  and  that  indulgence  bad  been  granted 
without  his  consent  by  the  holder  to  the  maker,  who  was  the 
principal,  unless  he  can  prove  alse  that  the  holder  knew,  when 
he  gave  the  indulgence,  that  the  defendant  was  a  surety  only. 
— 5  Ala.  455.  If  indulgence  had  been  granted  without  Pett* 
way^s  consent  by  Clarke  to  S.  H.  Oee,  Pettway  could  have 
sneoessfuUy  defended  a  suit  upon  the  note,  as  he  could  have 
proved  clearly  by  the  terms  of  the  note  itself,  and  otherwise, 
that  he  was  a  surety  only.  Tne  statement  in  a  note,  that  one 
of  two  joint  makers  is  principal  and  the  other  surety,  is  intended 
to  afford  written  proof  in  the  contract  itself  of  the  relation 
between  the  joint  makersi  and  between  each  of  them  and  the 
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pajee.  It  is  inu&mterial  which  of  them  wa*  »t  first  intended  to 
be  the  principal ;  the  note  as  made  is  conclusive  proof  <^  what 
the  final  agreement  was,  as  to  which  maker  was  principal^  and 
which  was  surety,  and  parol  evidence  is  not  competent  to  ooatra* 
diet  the  written  proof  of  the  relationship  between  the  partiee« 
--l  Ala.  164;  10  Ala.  548;  2  Ala.  280;  SPorter  60;  8 
Cond.  Eng.  Chan.  786,  738.  If  there  be  a  mistake  in  the  note 
in  this  respect,  it  could  be  eorreoted  only  upon  a  proper  bill  ks 
equity  for  the  purpose,  putting  the  mistake  in  issue. 

If  the  maker^  who  appears  firom  the  terms  oi  the  note  to 
be  the  principal,  should  attempt  to  avoid  paymeot|  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  a  surety,  and  as  such  had  been  discharged  by 
indulgence  granted  without  his  consent  by  the  holder  to  the 
prineipal,  the  defence  could  not  be  made,  because  the  evideaee 
would  not  be  admissible.  The  rights  of  third  persons  would  be 
affected  by  such  evidence.  It  would  surely  be  a  mistake  to 
conclude  that  Gee  and  Pettway  acted  as  if  Pettway  were  the 
prineipal.  Gee  applied  for  and  obtained  the  loan  upon  giving 
Pettway  as  his  surety.  It  is  expressly  stated  in  the  note  itself 
that  Pettway  is  the  surety.  This  witness  thinks  S.  H.  Gee 
took  the  borrowed  notes  from  him,  and  knows  die  said  Gee  wae 
shortly  afterwards  in  the  witness'  part  <^  the  country,  colleot- 
ii^  the  notes  the  witness  lent.  Wm.  M.  Clarke,  a  8on*i&4aw 
of  Pettway,  testified  that,  in  the  fall  of  1845,  Wm.  R. 
Clarke  transferred  bonds  to  the  amount  of  about  ^5,000^ 
either  to  S.  H.  Gee  or  Pettway,  that  this  witness  saw  these 
bonds  in  the  possession  of  Pettway  a  few  days  afterwards. 
That  Pettway  had  some  of  the  borrowed  bonds  some  time  after 
the  loan,  is  consistent  with  the  fact  proved  by  S.  Whitaker, 
that  Pettway  placed  in  the  hands  of  Whitaker,  for  colleetioo, 
a  considerable  amount  of  the  borrowed  bonds,  stating  that 
they  were  the  property  of  S.  H.  Gee,  and  requiring  Whitaker 
to  give  his  receipt  for  them,  as  the  property  of  Gee,  whieh 
Whitaker  did.  That  all  the  claims  mentioned  in  the  receipt 
were  collected,  except  a  small  one  against  Wooten. — Dqxm* 
tions  of  Whitaker,  Wm.  H.  Edwards,  N.  W.  Long.  But  if 
Clarke,  the  son-in-law  of  Pettway,  intended  to  state  that  he 
saw  all  the  borrowed  bonds  in  the  hands  of  Pettway»  his 
evidence  in  this  respect  would  contradict  the  testimony  of 
Wm.  R.  Clarke,  that  S*H.  Geo  w<^  in^. his  part  ^of  tim  ewia- 
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try  jhortiy  »f«dr  Am  loan,  eoUecting  the  bommed  bonds  4r 
notes.  Wm.  M.  C2Iirke  testified,  ftlso,  Aat  PMway  obtdned 
Ikwi  him  a'bOQi  f2^000  in  notes,  for  the  {Nnpeee  of  pejring 
them  to  Ednends,  beoaase  Pettiray  said  he  bad  not  a  sidBeiett 
•meat  of  the  bonds  boftoired  of  Wnu  R.  Qarke  that  would 
rait  Edaion4fi«  As  Paltway  paid  to  Edtneods  the  6th  Neveia- 
ber,  1846,  $1^000  in  smey,  his  own  note  for^T28,  and 
|8,760  98  n  the  receipt  of  Whitaher,  M  the  bonds  b^leogil^g 
to  S.  H.  Gee,  whidi  he  had  borrowed  of  Wm.  R.  Clarke,  it  Is 
eertsin  that  no  notes  borrowed  by  Pettway  «f  lua  son^-hw, 
Wm.  CSarfce,  wiere paid  by  Pettway  to  Edmonds.  While  Wm. 
Oiatfce,  Ae  son^n-law,  does  not  pretend  that  he  has  paid  Bxtj 
debt  for  PeUway  ae  mtmtf  fat  the  Gees,  and  testiies  timt  he 
bad  lent  $2000  in  bonds  to  Pettway ;  James  H.  Wattoir 
lesttties,  that  Wm.  M.  Clarke  had  paid  with  Pettway's  means 
between  $16,000  to  $20^000  of  the  debts  of  the  Gees  IbrWhioh 
Pettway  was  surety ! !  If  the  fact  be  so,  how  happened  it  that 
Wm.  M.  Olarke  did  not  renwmber,  what  itwoald  have  been 
so  importmut  to  the  interests  eC  Pettway  to  profej  while  he 
reeoUeoted  that  he  lent  Pettway,  his  lath«r>h)*law,  $2,00ain 
aetee,  whieb  Pettway  t<dd  him  he  wanted  to  nse  in  payment  of 
the  bond  to  Edmonds.  Wm.  M.  Clarke  proved  that  Ae  bonis 
or  notes  were  borrowed  by  S.  H«  Gee  of  WiDiam  R.  Clarke. 
The  language  ef  this  witness,  in  speaking  of  the  bonds,  is,  ^%r 
wbteh  bonds  said  Olarkn  took  the  note  of  S.  H.  Gee  as  pmei- 
pal,  and  M.  H.  Pettway  as  sarety,  end  that  said  Clarke  told 
^  witness  that  heeonsidersd  it  M.  H.  Pettway's  debt,  as  he 
looked  upon  8.  H.  Gee  as  being  broke,  and  that  he  said  Choke 
refoeed  to  lend  said  bonds  unless  Pettway  woold  beoome 
snrety.'* 

Immediately  after  the  eacecation  of  the  note  for  $16,000  to 
Wm.  R.  Clarke,  Pettway  alone  entered  into  an  arrangement 
with  Clarke,  the  payee,  to  whioh  S.  H.  Gee  was  no  party,  nor 
does  it  appear  that  he  knew  of  it,  that  on  the  interest  of  tiio 
note  being  paid  annually,  suit  should  not  be  brought  for  the 
principal  till  after  five  years,  provided  the  surety  is  deemed 
solvent.  The  security  referred  to  was  clearly  Pettway.  This 
agreement  between  the  payee  and  Pettway,  the  surety,  was 
endorsed  on  the  note,  and  signed  by  Wm.  R.  Clarke.  Clarke 
requited  additkmal  security  for  the  payment  of  the  note,  after 
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Pettwfty  bad  ranoyed  or  was  aboat  to  remove  to  Alabama,  aad 
obtaiMd  it.— Deposition  of  Wm.  R.  Clarke. 

Was  there  ever  a  case,  in  which  it  was  mi»e  conoloarfafy 
|iroTed|  which  of  two  joint  makers  of  a  note  was  the  aiurely, 
than  it  is  proved  an  this  case,  tbatPettway  was  the  surety  in 
the  aotCi  in  favor  of  Clarke  ?  The  fact  is  proved  J>7  the  appli- 
eationof  Gee  for  the  loan  of  the  bonds;  by  the  evidence  of 
Wm.  Clarke,  that  Wm.  R.  Clarke  refused  to  make  the  loan, 
naless  Pettway  wonld  become  S.  H.  Gee^s  surety;  by  the 
.  written  statement  in  the  note  itsdf,  that  Pettway  was  the 
surety;  by  the  testimony  that  Gee  exercised  ownership  over 
the  iMMrrowed  bond  in  calling  upon  the  obligors  for  the  pwpose 
of  collecting  the  debts;  and  ttie  acts  of  Pettway  himaelf,  as 
agent  of  Gee,  m  tellmg  Whitaker,  diat  the  bonds  he  (Pettway) 
placed  in  the  hands  of  Whitaker  for  collection,  belonged  to 
S.  H.  Gee,  and  taking  from  Whitaker  a  receipt  for  theai,  as 
the  property  of  Gee.  To  all  this  proof,  add  the  evidence 
aibrded  by  the  endorsement  made  by  the  payee  on  the  note  fiir 
$16,000;  that  no  suit  shonld  be  brought  till  after  five  years, 
&c. ;  and  the  evidence  of  Clarke,  the  payee,  that  to  this  ar- 
rangement he  and  Pettway  were  the  only  parties ;  thns  treating 
Pettway  as  the  surety,  by  an  agreement  with  him,  to  which  Gee 
was  no  party,  for  the  extension  of  the  time  of  the  payment  of 
the  note.  Each  of  the  enomerated  acts  by  the  three  parties 
respectively,  was  an  act  that  treated  Pettway  as  the  sorety^— 
The  assent  of  Pettway  to  the  extension  of  the  time  for  payment, 
was  necessary  to  preserve  his  liability  as  surety,  bat  whdly 
unnecessary  if  he  were  the  principal.  Against  the  clear  coo- 
elusion  that  Pettway  was  the  surety,  his  only  reliance  coosistB 
of  the  declarati<m8,  as  testified  to,  of  the  payee,  that  in  the 
negotiation  he  regarded  Pettway  as  the  solvent  debtor ;  that 
the  bonds  were  lent  on  the  credit  of  Pettway ;  and  that  the 
payee  refused  to  lend  the  bonds  unless  Pettway  would  become 
the  surety.  These  declarations  are  perfectiy  consistent  with 
the  fact,  so  conclusively  proved,  that  Pettway  was  the  surety. 
That  Pettway  had  no  indemnity  for  his  liability  to  Clarke, 
would  not  weaken  the  conclusion  that  he  was  the  surety.  It 
would  be  but  another  illustration  of  the  wisdom  of  the  advice 
of  Solomon  against  suretydiip. 

If  a  creditor  of  Gee  h«l  saed  him  by  attaohment>  and  sum* 
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ittoned  Petfewaj  as  a  garnishee  before  he  paid  the  receipt  of 
Wbitaker  to  EdmondS)  on  the  ground  that  Pettway  bad  in  hie 
bands  eiects  belonging  to  H.  S.  Oee ;  and  Pettway  had  answered 
that  he  was  the  borrower  and  owner  of  the  bonds  mentioned  in 
that  reodpt,  is  it  possible,  upon  the  testimony  in  this  casey  that 
die  issue  between  the  creditor  and  Pettway  conid  be  determined 
in  fayor  of  Pettway  ?  The  contesting  creditors  have  proved 
tbat  Pettway,  with  the  pr<^)erty  of  Gree,  has  paid  debts  of  G^ 
for  wtnch  Pettway  was  surety,  and  attempted  to  continue  them 
as  existing  debts  due  to  him,  by  falsely  stating  in  the  deed  l^t 
be  paid  th^n  as  surety  with  his  own  effects.  They  sedcjan 
appropriate  remedy  for  his  uee  of  the  property  of  Gee  asjiis 
own  to  the  prejudice  of  creditors,  and  are  as  weU  ejitided  to 
sttoeess  as  a  creditor  would  be,  in  the  case  I  have  supposed,  .who 
reaotted  to  an  attachment  and  garnishment  against  Pcttw^  us 
the  debtor  of  Oee«  In  a  case  of  garfibhment,  iu  which  an  issue 
should  be  made  between  a  creditor  of  Oee  and  Pettway,  upon  a 
denial  of  the  latter  that  he  was  indebted  to  Gee,  and  on  the 
trial,  a  witness  Cor  the  creditor  should  prove  that  he  held  for 
soUeotion,  as  the  agent  of  Oee,  a  note  payable  to  him  by.PeU* 
way,  and  produced  the  note,  would  parol  evidence  on  the  part  of 
Pettway  be  competent  to  prove  that  the  note  was  payable  to 
Gee  by  mistake,  instead  of  to  a  third  person  1  and  what  would 
be  the  weight,  morally,  of  such  evidence,  against  testimony  in  ad- 
dition to  that  aff>rded  by  the  note,  that  Pettway  had  said  the  nole 
was  properly  made  by  him  payaUe  to  Oee,  had  placed  it  himself 
in  the  bands  of  the  agent,  and  taken  bis  receipt  for  it  as  the 
property  of  Gee? 

Of  the  $7,473  89  stated  in  schedule  B  of  the  mortgsge  to 
have  been  paid  as  the  baknce  due  on  the  note  in  favor  of  B. 
Edmonds  by  Pettway  as  surety,  he  paid  the  6th  November, 
1846,  $8,760  98,  with  bonds  which  H.  S.  Oee  borrowed  of 
Wm.  R.  Clarke  by  the  transfer  of  the  receipt  for  bonds  for  this 
amount  thus  borrowed,  which  Pettway  himself  put  into  the 
hands  of  Wbitaker,  and  required  of  him  a  receipt  for  them  as 
ike  property  of  S.  H.  Gee. 

The  note  of  Nicholas  M.  Long,  for  $8,600,  whidi  is  provided 
for  by  the  mortgage  as  a  debt  Pettway  had  paid  as  a  surety, 
was  paid  by  him  in  October,  1846,  witii  interest  from  the  18th 
July,  1842,  in  a  note  Long  had  made  to  Wm.  R.  Clarke.    The 
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ktter  note  exceeded  in  amonnt  the  note  which  Petttray  paid  as 
Barely,  and  the  difference  Long  paid  to  Pettway. 

There  is  no  consideration  proved  for  the  note  described  in 
schedale  C  of  the  mortgage  as  a  note  payable  to  the  execittors 
of  Sterling  JtAnson,  for  about  $8,700,  or  $8,800.  The  debts 
to  which  the  attention  of  the  conrt  has  been  particalarly 
called,  as  debts  for  which  no  consideration  has  been  proYed, 
amonnt  to  about  $8,800 ;  and  the  debts  due  to  Edmonds  and 
Long,  paid  by  Pettway  with  notes  belonging  to  S.  H.  Gree, 
that  be  borrowed  of  Wm.  R.  Clarke,  amount  to  about  $7,850, 
exclusive  cf  the  amount  of  interest  that  was  paid  on  the  same 
notes.  The  two  last  mentioned  sums,  exceeding  in  amount 
$16,150,  for  the  greater  part  of  which  there  is  no  proof  cf 
consideration,  and  for  the  balance,  abundant  evidence  to  prove 
that  it  was  paid  in  bonds  or  notes  that  belonged  to  8.  H.  Gee, 
aird  firaudulently  secured  by  the  deed  upon  a  false  statement  in 
the  deed  and  bill  that  the  sums  of  which  the  $8,800  conmt 
were  ievMi^  debts,  and  that  the  other  sums  of  $7,850  had 
been  paid  by  Pettway  with  his  own  funds.  These  falsehoods, 
iatended  by  the  mortgagors  and  Pettway  to  deceive  creditors, 
and  prevent  them  from  taking  steps  to  collect  the  debts  due  to 
them  from  the  Gees,  render  the  deed  fraudulent  and  void. — 
2  Scho.  &  Lef.  501 ;  8  Munf.  R.  521,  688,  584,  in  addition 
to  the  authorities  already  cited.  The  pretended  settlement 
between  Pettway  and  S.  H.  Gee,  affords  internal  evidence  Aat 
it  was  fraudulently  manufactured  by  the  parties. 

Upon  the  argument  of  this  case  at  the  bar,  at  the  June  term, 
1852,  the  counsel  for  Pettway  contended  that  hfc  Was  ^ititled 
to  retain  his  good  fortune  in  being  indebted  to  S.  H.  Gee  in  the 
sum  of  $15,000  for  the  negroes  purchased  in  North  Carolina, 
and  thus  save  himself  harmless  for  bis  iiabiHty  as  surety  to 
Wm.  fi.  Clarke.  But  as  he  became  the  surety  without  any 
contract  for  indemnity,  and  the  payment  of  the  note  in  favor  of 
Clarke  was  extended  five  years,  upon  request  of  Pettway, 
immediately  after  it  was  made,  and  the  bond  for  $15,000  for 
the  purchase  of  tho  negroes,  was  not  made  for  two  or  three 
nwmths  aflber  the  note  in  favor  of  Clarke  was  executed,  Pettway, 
when  he  became  the  surety  on  the  note  to  Clarke,  could  not 
have  looked  to  this  indebtedness  on  the  bend  for  $15,000  for 
indemniigr  mm^%  his  liability  as  surety  to  Qlarke*    Pettway 
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hftd  paid  the  part  which  has  been  mentioned  of  the  note  due  to 
Edmonds,  in  the  receipt  of  Whitaker,  and  had  paid  also  the 
note  doe  Long,  in  a  note  made  by  Long  to  Wm.  R.  Clarke, 
that  had  been  borrowed  by  S.  H.  Gee  before  the  bond  of  $15,000 
was  made,  or  the  negroes  had  been  sold  to  Pettway,  and  had 
caused  the  note  to  Edmonds  and  the  note  to  Long  to  be  asr 
signed  to  his  son-in-law,  William  M.  Clarke,  for  the  use  of 
Pettway. 

Bat  if  Pettway  had  been  the  principal  in  the  note  to  Clarke, 
and  the  bond  for  $15,000  from  Pettway  to  S.  H.  Gee  had  been 
left  unpaid,  that  Pettway,  might  have  in  his  hands  funds 
belonging  to  Gee  to  meet  his  liability  incurred  for  the  sole 
benefit  of  Gee  to  William  R,  Clarke,  the  false  statement 
in  the  mortgage,  that  the  debts  to  Edmonds  and  to  Long  had 
been  paid  by  Pettway  with  his  own  means,  and  still  existed 
against  Gee  as  debts  in  favor  of  Pettway,  the  surety,  who  had 
discharged  them,  would  render  the  deed  fraudulent  and  void  as 
to  all  the  debts  stated  in  the  deed  to  be  due  to  Pettway.  With 
the  sum  of  $15,000  of  Gees'  money  in  the  hands  of  Pettway 
due  for  the  negroes,  and  the  note  in  favor  of  Clarke  not  paya- 
ble for  nearly  five  years,  the  bond  and  note  both  made  before 
the  mortgage  to  Pettway,  the  statement  in  the  mortgage  deed 
would  be  most  false,  that  Pettway  paid  the  two  notes  with  bonds 
he  had  borrowed  of  Wm.  R.  Clarke,  or  with  his  own  funds 
derived  from  any  other  source.  The  pretext  could  be  resorted 
to  only  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  the  creditors  of  Gee,  by 
fraudulently  concealing  the  fact,  that  for  the  borrowed  notes  he 
used  in  paying  the  two  notes,  he  received  payment  by  taking  a 
credit  to  an  equal  amount  upon  his  bond  for  $15,000,  the  pur- 
chase  money  of  the  negroes,  and  making  the  false  impression, 
that  Gee  owed  him  the  amount  of  the  two  debts  he,  Pettway, 
had  paid  as  surety,  which  were  therefore  justly  secured  by  the 
deed  of  mortgage.  If,  therefore,  Pettway  was  entitled  by  an 
agreement  with  Gee,  made  when  he  purchased  the  negroes,  to 
hold  the  $15,000,  the  price  of  them,  as  an  indemnity  for  his 
liability  on  his  note  to  Clarke,  he  and  the  mortgagors  have  been 
guilty  of  a  fraud,  in  treating  the  debts  that  were  once  due  to 
Edmonds  and  Long  as  existing  debts  in  favor  of  Pettway.  If 
there  were  such  an  agreement,  he  would  be  entitled  upon  it>  as 
•giiMt  Gee,  ta  a  credit,  on  the  bond  for  f  15^000  to  u  aaoont 

Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


558  ALABAMA. 


The  Alabama  Life  Insarazice  and  Trust  Co.  t.  Pettway. 

equal  to  the  aggregate  of  the  two  sams  he  paid  to  Edmonds  and 
Long  ;  and  therefore  the  concealment  of  the  indebtedness  oa 
the  bond  for  $15,000,  and  the  false  statement  in  the  mortgage 
and  bill  that  these  two  debts  still  exist,  bat  are  due  to  Pettway, 
because  he  had  paid  them  as  surety,  and  with  his  own  funds, 
would  make  the  deed  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  him.  In  cither 
of  these  aspects  of  the  case,  the  deed  is  fraudulent ;  but,  in 
the  true  aspect  of  it,  is  still  more  grossly  and  injuriously  fraud- 
ulent. The  bond  for  $15,000  existed  at  the  date  of  the  mort- 
gage deed  of  22d  November,  1845,  as  well  as  a  note  for  $140| 
duofiom  Pettway  to  S,  H.  Gee. 

The  aggregate  of  these  two  sums  should  have  been  deducted, 
if  the  indebtedness  of  the  Gees  to  Pettway  exceeded  the  aggre- 
gate amount  from  their  indebtedness  to  him,  and  the  balance 
only  secured  to  him  by  the  deed.  The  concealment  of  the  sum 
he  owed,  upon  the  bond  for  $15,000  and  his  own  note  for  $140, 
proves  that  he  and  the  mortgagors  intended  to  deceive  the  cred- 
itors of  Gees,  by  making  upon  them  the  false  impression  that 
the  Gees  were  indebted  to  him  in  a  sum  exceeding  $15,000 
more  than  would  have  appeared  in  his  favor,  if  the  existence  of 
these  two  debts  due  from  himself  had  been  disclosed  and  made 
known  to  the  creditors.  Upon  the  same  principle,  tbe  notes 
borrowed  by  Gee  from  Clarke  and  used  by  Pettway,  in  paying 
as  a  surety  the  two  notes  that  have  been  mentioned,  should 
have  been  treated  as  paid  by  Gee  himself,  becanse  they  were 
paid  with  bis  property ;  but  treated  as  they  were,  as  if  they 
had  been  paid  by  Pettway,  as  a  surety,  and  with  his  own  fands, 
the  deed  secured  to  Pettway,  as  a  consequence  of  this  additional 
fraud,  the  aggregate  amounts  of  what  he  paid  in  the  borrowed 
notes  to  Edmonds  and  Long. 

According  to  Pett way's  own  statement  to  Perkins,  he  was 
under  no  obligation  to  Gee  or  any  of  the  creditors  to  pay  the 
$15,000,  the  price  of  the  negroes,  or  any  part  of  the  sum  to 
any  creditor  of  Gee.  The  meaning  of  what  he  said  to  the 
witness,  was,  that  he  had  the  right  to  do  with  the  $15,000 
what  he  pleased.  His  exemption  from  obligation  to  pay  the 
price  of  the  thirty-six  negroes,  made  the  deed  fraudnlent  and 
void  as  to  him. — 2  Johns.  Ch.  R.  85,  44. 

John  a.  CiJiPBELL,  contra  : 

Tbe  bill  was  filed  by  the  teastee  in  the  deed,  in  behftlf  pf 
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himself  and  the  other  secured  creditors,  to  maintain  its  hold 
upon  the  property  conveyed,  against  other  creditors  who 
claimed  adversely  to  the  deed,  and  were  attempting  to 
subject  the  property  under  executions  and  attachments  at 
law.  Its  object  was,  to  prevent  the  multiplicity  of  suits,  to 
prevent  the  sacrifice  of  the  property  at  sales  under  conflicting 
and  contested  titles,  to  ascertain  the  priority  of  liens  among 
the  creditors,  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  and  to  administer 
a  trust  fund  under  the  directions  of  the  Chancery  Court,  The 
bill  was  well  filed  on  several  distinct  grounds. — 9  Ala.  705; 
1  Hill's  Ch.  R.  41 ;  3  Monroe  570 ;  2  Johns.  Ch.  525 ;  6 
Monroe  194  ;  6  Leigh  587  ;  12  Ala.  410. 

The  defendants  who  answered  the  bill,  are  composed  of 
two  classesj:  those  who  claim  liens  prior  to  the  deed,  and 
therefore  paramount ;  and  those  who  contest  the  deed  as 
false  and  therefore  void.  The  sums  collected  out  of  the 
trust  fund,  on  account  of  prior  liens  arising  from  judgments 
or  attachments,  amount  to  124,175  77.  The  defendants 
who  impeach  the  deed,  allege  that  it  was  made  to  hinder  and 
delay  the  creditors  of  the  Gees ;  that  it  was  executed  with 
circumstances  of  great  secrecy  ;  that  its  existence  was 
concealed  until  after  the  adjournment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Wilcox ;  that  none  of  the  preferred  creditors  but  Pettway 
knew  of  its  existence ;  and  that  it  was  not  designed  to  be 
operative,  if  certain  suits,  then  pending  against  the  Gees  in 
Ae  Circuit  Court,  could  have  been  continued.  The  issues 
presented  by  the  pleadings,  on  examination,  are  but  two, 
viz.,  the  bona  fides  of  the  debts  from  the  Gees  to  Pettway, 
and  the  sufficiency  of  his  security  for  his  liabilities. 

The  prior  liens  on  the  property,  and  the  debts  which  are 
preferred  to  Pettway's  amount  to  $40,075  77  The  debts 
which  Pettway  holds  against  the  Gees  ($29,907),  and  his 
liabilities  for  them  as  surety  (16,300),  amount  to  $46,207. 
The  sales  by  the  sheriff  and  register  amount  to  $69,339  00. 
It  win  be  seen,  therefore,  that  Pettway  was  not  fully  secured, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  that  only  about  sixty  per  cent,  could  be 
realized  from  the  sales ;  Pettway  will  be  a  creditor  for  more 
than  $15,000,  when  all  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  trust 
have  been  fulfilled. 

Besides  the  debts  secured  by  the  Alabama  deed,' Pettway 
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was  liable  for  the  Gees,  in  November,  1845,  on  other  debts 
amounting  to  $22,520  ;  aud  bis  only  secnrity  for  these  debts 
was  the  slaves  which  had  been  transferred  to  him,  and  which 
the  answer  treats  as  an  assignment  to  him  for  security. 
After  the  filing  of  this  bill,  and  during  Pettway's  absence  in 
Alabama,  Sterling  Gee  made  a  deed  of  trust  to  Perkins, 
providing  for  these  last  debts,  together  with  others,  the 
whole  amouDting  to  about  $30,000  ;  but  this  property, 
according  to  the  testimony  of  Perkins,  did  not  provide  for 
more  than  $15,000  of  the  debts  described  in  the  deed.  It  is 
obvious,  the  execution  of  this  deed  cannot  enter  into  the 
consideration  of  the  question  of  the  fairness  of  the  Alabama 
deed  ;  for  the  reason,  that  it  was  executed  nearly  six  months 
flftcr  tlie  Alabam  deed,  and  after  all  the  litigation  under  the 
Alabama  deed  had  commenced.  The  facts  show,  that 
Pcttway  was  under  liabilities,  at  the  date  of  the  Alabama 
deed,  to  the  amount  of  more  than  $25,000,  which  were 
unprovided  for  by  that  deed,  and  for  which  he  had  security 
to  the  amount  of  $15,000  only,  by  the  transfer  to  him  of  the 
thirty-six  negroes,  by  bill  of  sale  in  November,  1845.  The 
Perkins  deed  was  designed  to  furnish  a  security  for  these 
North  Carolina  debts,  which  were  but  imperfectly  secured, 
or  not  secured  at  all. 

The  assignment  of  the  thirty-six  negroes,  for  which 
Pettway  had  a  bill  of  sale,  is  brought  before  the  court  by 
the  answers.  The  only  equity  claimed  from  the  transaction 
is,  that,  whereas  the  debts  in  Alabama  were  contracted  by 
the  Gees  on  the  faith  of  the  property  here,  and  Pettway  had 
an  adequate  indemnity  in  his  hands  in  North  CSaroIina,  he 
should  be  turned  over  to  that,  rather  than  to  the  property 
embraced  in  the  Alabama  deed.  There  is  no  charge  that 
this  assignment  was  made  upon  a  secret  trust  in  £avor  of 
the  Gees;  there  is  no  charge  that  it  was  clandestine, or  deagned 
to  defraud ;  there  is  no  charge  that  it  was  unduly  withheld 
from  the  knowledge  of  the  other  creditors  of  the  Geea ; 
there  is  no  charge  that  there  were  not  existing  liahilites 
for  which  such  an  assignment  might  be  made.  Pettway 
could  not  properly  have  introduced  this  transaction  into  the 
bill :  he  was  not  the  sole  beneficiary  of  the  deed,  iior  the  sole 
plaintiff  in  the  case;  the  introdnotion  of  a  generalacooimlinf 
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irith  the  Gees,  and  a  general  settlement  of  the  North 
Carolina  trnsts  and  debts,  with  protection  to  the  Alabama 
trust  estate,  would  have  subjected  the  bill  to  th^  diarge  of 
multifariousness.  The  defendants  were  entitled  to  bring  the 
£act8  to  light,  and  they  did  so;  not  as  evidence  of  fraud,  but 
with  a  yiew  of  exonerating  the  Alabama  property,  and 
turning  Pettway  on  the  North  Carolina  property  for 
satiefaction.  This  aspect  of  the  case  was  met  by  the  proof 
of  the  North  Carolina  liabilities  on  the  part  of  Pettway, 
not  comprised  in  the  Alabama  deed,  sufficient  to  absorb  that 
property*  The  Alabama  deed  did  not  secure  Pettway,  as 
aboYe  shown,  within  $15,000  and  upwards  of  the  debts  and 
liabilities  which  are  acknowledged  and  preyed.  The 
introduction  of  this  debt  in  reference  to  the  slaves  in  the  deed, 
w<Mild  not  have  altered  the  situation  of  any  creditor  under 
tb»t  deed  to  the  amount  of  one  dollar. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— The  circnmatances  under  which  the 
bill  in  the  prudent  case  originated,  were  as  follows : 

Sterling  H«  Gee,  who  resided  in  Halifax  County,  North 
Qarolioa,  and  Charles  J.  Gee,  who  lived  in  Wilcox  County, 
Ahib^na,  were  partners  in  buying  and  selling  slaves,  and  also 
in  planting.  They  did  not  use  a  firm  name,  but  the  business 
was  usually  conducted  in  the  individual  name  of  the  partner 
who  transacted  the  business.  They  became  embarrassed  in 
ihe  fall  of  1845,  and  on  the  22d  November  of  that  year  made  a 
ieed  of  trust,  of  specific  property  in  Alabama,  foi*  the  purpose 
of  securing  certain  debts  enumerated  therein.  The  complainant, 
Pettway,  was  the  largest  beneficiary  and  the  trustee  in  this 
deed,  although  there  were  other  creditors  preferred  to  him ; 
and  the  right  of  the  trustee  to  sell  the  property  was  dependent 
upon  a  default  to  happen  in  January,  1846. 

Before  the  dtfanlt,  the  property  was  levied  on  by  creditors, 
teoie  of  whom  had  liens  paramount  to  those  of  the  trustee,  and 
some  of  a  subsequent  date*  Pettway  then  filed  bis  bill,  as 
IcusteO)  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  other  beneficiaries  in  (be 
deed,  to  protect  the  property  from  pursuit ;  setting  out  the 
deed  of  trust,  the  danger  to  which  the  property  was  exposed 
from  a  sale  under  levies  from  attaching  and  execution  creditors; 
¥^i  praying  an  iigattction  (wbioh  was  granted)|  and  liko  a 
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foreclosure  under  the  direction  of  the  court.  A  supplemental 
bill  WftS  filed,  the  object  oi  whicb  was  to  bring  in  other  credi- 
tors, to  suspend  legal  proceedings  against  the  property,  and  to 
settle  the  liens. 

The  creditors  who  had  levied  upon  the  property,  contest  the 
deed  as  fraudulent ;  and  this  is  the  only  substantial  ground  of 
defence;  for,  if  the  deed  is  valid,  it  is  clear  that  the  bill  is 
well  filed,  not  only  on  the  ground  of  preventing  a  multiplicity  of 
suits,  and  removing  a  cloud  upon  the  title  of  the  property,  but 
also  upon  the  well  setded  ground  that  a  mortgagee,  although  he 
has  the  power  to  sell,  may 'yet  come  into  a  court  of  chancery  to 
foreclose.  The  mere  power  to  sell  cannot  deprive  equity  of  its 
jurisdiction,  especially  when  the  power  is  embarrassed  by  other 
claimants  to  the  property  or  its  proceeds. 

Regarding  the  question  of  fraud  in  the  execution  of  the  deed| 
as  the  only  one  presented  upon  the  record,  we  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  that  question. 

One  of  the  debts  enumerated  in  the  deed,  and  which  it  was 
intended  to  secure,  is  described  as  the  balance  due  on  a  note 
payable  to  Benjamin  Edmonds,  made  by  the  Gees  as  principal, 
and  Pettway  as  surety,  which  bad  been  paid  by  the  latter ; 
and  it  is  insisted,  that  the  evidence  shows  that  this  amount, 
instead  of  being  paid  by  Pettway,  was  in  fact  paid  with  the 
funds  and  efiects  of  the  Gees.  The  testimony  proves  that  the 
amount  was  paid,  in  part,  by  notes  which  were  borrowed  of 
William  R.  Clarke  by  Sterling  H.  Gee,  and  that  in  payment  of 
the  notes  he  gave  a  bond  signed  by  himself  as  principal  and 
Pettway  as  surety.  As  between  the  parties  to  the  transaction, 
it  assumed  the  shape  of  a  loan  to  Gee,  upon  the  security  of 
Pettway ;  but  it  was  competent  for  Gee  and  Pettway  to  change 
their  relation  to  each  other.  The  recital  in  the  note  does  not 
afiect  them  (Pollard  v.  Stanton,  5  Ala.  451);  and  upon  the 
issue  of  fraud  we  must  look  to  the  intent  of  the  parties.  Here, 
in  addition  to  the  facts  we  have  stated,  the  evidence  shows  that 
&e  loan  was  made  on  the  credit  of  Pettway, — that  Gee  is  insd- 
vent,— that  Pettway  hss  paid  a  portion  of  the  note  given  to 
Clarke,  and  has  given  individual  security  for  the  balance. 
The  note  to  Clarke  is  treated,  both  by  the  Gees  and  Pettway, 
as  the  debt  of  the  latter,  by  including  it  in  the  mortgage  as  his; 
and  wheiher  it  be  considered  as  an  ectual  debt  of  Pettway,  or  • 
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liability  which  he  was  under  for  the  Gees,  can,  when  viewed  in 
relation  to  the  question  of  fraud,  make  no  difference ;  it  bebg 
obvioos,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  provide  for  it 
in  either  shape.  We  think,  however,  that  the  evidence  shows  a 
change  of  position,  as  between  Gee  and  Pcttwaj,  as  to  this 
note,  and  so  far  as  they  are  concerned,  it  may  properly  be 
regarded  as  the  debt  of  the  latter. 

It  is  also  insisted,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  that  a 
note,  included  in  the  mortgage  as  a  debt  to  Pettway  by  note  of 
S.  H.  Gee,  for  $2617  58,  is  not  proved.     This  note  is  dated  in 
August,  1848 ;  and  the  signature  is  proved  by  the  witness 
Pritchett  to  be  that  of  S.  H.  Gee.     The  same   witness,  also, 
proves  that  seven  negroes,  a  horse,  mule,  and  two  carts,  the 
property  of  Pettway,  were  delivered  by  him  to  Gee  before  that 
time  in  the  same  year,  which  were  carried  by  the  witness,  by 
the  directions  of  Gee,  to  Alabama,  and  there  delivered  to  him. 
He  also  proves- the  hire  of  a  negro  by  Pettway  to  Gee  the  same 
year ;  and  these  circumstances,  taken  in  connection  with  the 
peculiar  relations  which  the  parties  are  shown  to  have  occupied 
towards  each  other,  we  regard  sufficient.     It  is  urged,  however, 
that  the  witness  who  proves  these  facts  is  incompetent  from 
interest,  and  that  under  the  agreement  which  it  appears  from 
the  record  was  entered  into  by  the  counsel,  to  the  effect  that 
illegal  evidence  should  not  be  considered  by  the  court,   this 
evidence  should  be  wholly  disregarded.     We  agree,  that  if  the 
witness  is  interested,  his  evidence  goes  for  nothing ;  but  we  are 
unable  te  perceive  that  he  has  any  interest  in  the  event  of  this 
suit.    He  states,  that  beholds  two  notes  upon   the  Gees,  on 
which   there  is  due    about   $260;  but  these  notes  are  not 
embraced  in  -the  mortgage,  which  it  is  the  object  of  this  suit  to 
foreclose ;  and  although  they  are  in  the  deed  of  trust  to  Per- 
kins, made  in  April,  1846,  this  cannot  affect  his  competency, 
as  no  debt  is  secured  by  that  mortgage  which  is  contained  in 
the  Alabama  deed,  to  which  he  occupies  the  position  of  a  general 
creditor ;  and,  if  interested  at  all,  it  is  in  defeating  it. 

Objections  are  also  urged,  upon  the  same  ground,  to  two 
other  claims  enumerated  in  the  deed ;  the  one  referred  to  as  a 
note  to  Pettway,  as  executor  of  John  Powell,  for  $1717  14, 
and  the  other  as  a  note  to  the  executors  of  Sterling  Johnson. 
The  first  note  is  not  proved ;  but  a  note  answering  the  descrip* 
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tion  in  every  respect  except  tbat  it  is  for  $1616  14,  is  fully 
eatablished  by  the  evidence ;  and  although  it  may  be  tbat  the 
allegations  of  the  bill  are  not  sufficient  to  a  decree  of  foreclosure 
upon  the  note  proved  (a  point  which  the  deficiency  of  the  mort* 
gaged  property  to  meet  the  other  demands  of  Pettway,  renders 
it  unnecessary  to  decide),  we  are  satisfied  that  the  evid^ce 
was  proper,  as  tending  to  repel  the  imputation  of  fraud  which 
might  otherwise  arise.  The  question  upon  that  issue  would  be, 
simply,  whether  the  note  described  in  the  mortgage  was  simu* 
lated;  and  if  the  evidence  shows  that  it  was  merely  mis- 
described,  it  repels  every  prejudicial  inference  which  might 
arise  if  such  proof  was  not  made. 

The  debt  due  the  executors  of  Sterling  Johnson,  is  fully 
proved  by  the  witnesses  R.  B.  Price  and  Wade  Johnson.  The 
mortgage,  it  is  true,  dees  not  specify  the  amount  of  this  note 
with  particularity,  but  the  debt  to  which  it  refers  is  clearly 
established. 

The  only  remaining  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  deed,  iS) 
the  oonduct  of  Pettway  in  connection  with  the  purchase  of  the 
slaves  from  S.  H.  Oee.  These  slaves  were  thirty-six  in  num- 
ber ;  the  purchase  was  made  in  North  Carolina ;  the  price  waa 
$^15,000,  for  tbs  payment  of  which  Pettway  gave  his  bond,  which 
^as  in  the  possession  of  Gee  at  the  date  of  the  mortgage,  and 
during  the  progiess  of  the  suit.  The  indebtedness  of  Pettway 
to  Oee  is  not  referred  to  in  the  deed  of  trust,  nor  does  it  sppear 
from  the  bill  or  the  other  pleadings  in  the  cause  ;  and  the  tran* 
saction,  taken  in  connection  with  these  facts,  is  strongly  pressed 
by  the  plaintifis  in  error,  to  show  that  the  deed  was  fraudulent 
as  to  Pettway.  The  answers  of  the  Alabama  Life  Insurance 
Company,  as  well  as  the  answers  of  several  others  ef  the  defend* 
aata  below,  refer  to  this  transaction,  and,  without  impeaching 
its  integrity,  insist  upon  it  as  an  assignment  made  by  Sterling 
H.  Gee  for  the  benefit  of  Pettway,  with  the  object  ot  driving 
him  to  seek  relief  from  that  fund,  instead  of  the  indemnity 
provided  by  the  deed  in  Alabama.  We  do  not,  however,  give 
to  this  statement  the  same  elTict  that  the  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant in  error  seems  to  attach  to  it.  It  may  be,  that  if  Pettway 
had  obtained  adequate  indemnity  in  North  Carolina,  the  cred- 
itors of  the  Gees  in  Alabama  might,  under  some  circumstances, 
have  forced  him  to  look  to  tbat  seourityi  rather  than  to  the  fua^ 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TERM,  1854, 666 

His  AlaKama  JAh  IiuniTUie«  andJTrnst  Co.  t.  Pdttway. 

provided  here ;  and  it  was  donbtleBS  the  object  of  the  defend- 
anta  to  do  so,  if  the  transaction  referred  to  should  assume  that 
shape.  Bat  it  must  also  be  remembered,  that  every  answer, 
by  an  express  allegation,  assails  the  deed  for  frand ;'  and  if  the 
transaction  standing  alone,  or  in  connection  with  other  oircum- 
stances,  sustains  this  allegation,  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  that 
it  could  not  be  used  for  that  purpose.  Be  this,  however,  as  it 
may,  there  are  other  defendants,  claiming  adversely  to  the  deed, 
whose  answers  impugn  its  integrity,  without  referring  to  this 
transaction  at  all ;  so  that,  upon  these  answers,  we  are  forced 
to  a  consideration  of  its  influence,  either  by  itself,  or  in  connec- 
tion With  the  subsequent  conduct  of  Pettway,  precisely  the 
same  as  we  would  be  obliged  to  consider  any  other  facts  estab- 
lished by  the  evidence  in  the  case. 

We  A6  not  understand  that  it  is  the  object  of  any  of  the 
defendants  to  impeach  this  sale.  So  far  as  the  parties  to  it 
were  concerned,  there  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  show  that 
it  was  not  perfectly  fair  and  in  good  faith  ;  the  purchase  having 
been  made  by  Pettway  with  the  view  of  securing  himself,  either 
lb  whole  or  in  part,  against  the  liabilities  he  was  under  for  the 
Gees.  The  argument,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifis  in  error,  is, 
that  instead  of  the  mortgage  made  on  the  22d  November,  1846, 
slM^ng  the  actual  amount  of  the  indebtedness  of  the  Gees  to 
Pettway,  it  in  fact  showed  $15,000  more  than  was  really  due, 
and  that  this  fact,  coupled  with  the  failure  of  the  latter  to 
disclose  this  amount  of  indebtedness  on  his  part,  must  be 
regarded  as  fraudulent.  Upon  the  law  applicable  to  the  ques- 
tion, we  entertain  no  doubt  that  if  the  Gees  were  in  a  failing 
condition,  and  if  the  object  of  the  conveyance  was  connected, 
on  the  part  of  the  makers,  with  the  intent  of  saving  to  them- 
selves any  portion  of  the  property  embraced  by  it,  it  would  be 
fraudalent  against  creditors,  as  to  any  party  who,  by  assenting 
to  the  intent,  participated  in  the  fraud. — Lee  v.  White,  7  J.  J. 
Marsh.  525 ;  Bird  v.  Aikin,  Rice's  Eq.  R.  78 ;  Maples  v. 
Maplee,  t5.  800 ;  Byrd  v.  Bradley,  2  B.  Men.  289,  So,  if  a 
creditor  should  falsely  insert  in  his  mortgage  a  debt  larger  than 
was  really  due,  that  circumstance,  we  apprehend,  would  be 
conclusive  as  to  a  fraudulent  intent ;  because  no  other  motive 
could  reasonably  be  ascribed  to  an  act  of  that  character.  We 
concede,  also,  that  if  Pettway,  knowing  the  insolvency  ef  the 
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Gees,  and  being  indebted  to  them  in  the  sum  of  $16|000,  ivaa  to 
take  a  mortgage  securing  all  the  debts  due  and  liabilities  he  iraa 
under  for  them,  without  disclosing  in  the  deed  the  fact  of  his 
indebtedness,  it  would  be  a  strong  circumstance  against  him  ; 
and  if  the  indemnity  provided  was  fully  adequate  to  the  debts 
enumerated  in  the  mortgage,  it  would  probably  be  conclusiTe. 
If,  however,  it  should  clearly  appear,  that  the  mortgaged 
]Hroperty  was  inadequate  to  secure  the  debts  provided  for,  to  an 
extent  exceeding  the  amount  of  the  indebtedness  of  Pettway  ; 
or  if  there  were  other  debts  or  liabilities,  not  embraced  in  die 
mortgage,  and  exceeding  his  indebtedness  to  them,  it  would 
then  be  sufficient,  in  our  opinion,  to  rebut  every  inference  of 
fraud  or  dishonesty.  The  reasonable  presumption,  tbeoy  would 
be,  that  the  debt  was  withheld  to  provide  for  his  own  security, 
which  he  had  a  perfect  right  to  do,  although  its  effect  migjbt  be 
to  defeat  other  creditors.  What  is  the  meaning  of  a  firaudalent 
intent  in  respect  to  creditors  ?  It  means  that  the  design  of  the 
parties  was  to  prevent  the  property  of  the  debtor  from  being 
aj^lied,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  to  the  paym^t 
of  his  debts  (Nicholson  v.  Leavitt,  4  Sand.  Sup.  Ct.  K.. 
252) ;  and  if  that  was  not  the  object  of  the  parties,  the  convey- 
ance is  not  fraudulent.  Suppose  the  Gees  were  indebted  to 
Pettway,  by  other  debts  than  those  specified  in  the  mortgage, 
to  a  greater  amount  than  the  purchase  money  of  the  slaves 
referred  to  ;  and  that  his  design  in  holding  back  the  debt,  was 
to  set  it  off  against  the  debts  ho  held  against  them-  Would 
that  be  fraudulent  1  No  authority  has  been  cited,  and  none 
can  bo  found,  which  carries  the  doctrine  thus  far.  Courts  will 
not  strain  to  force  conclusions  of  fraud  ;  and  if  the  circum- 
stances relied  on  to  sustain  that  allegation,  are  fairly  suscepti- 
ble of  an  honest  intent,  that  construction  should  be  placed  upon 
them. 

In  relation  to  the  question  we  are  now  considering,  we  have 
made  a  careful  examination  of  the  record,  and  find  these  results: 
The  debts  and  liabilities  which  the  mortgage  was  made  to  secure, 

and  which  are  proved  by  the  evidence, 

were  about  f44,400  00 

The  sales  of  the  mortgage  property, 

made  by  the  sheriff  and  register, 

amount  to  $69^900  00 
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liie  debts  preferred  by  the  mortgage  to 
Fettwr^y'e,  and  the  liens  partmoimt 
to  the  mortgage,  and  not  embnioed  in 
it,  amount  to  about  t89»900  00 


Balanee  of  proeeeds  of  sale,  to  be  ap* 
plied  to  the  payment  of  the  secured 
debts,  $29,100  00-$29A00  00 


Amount  not  secured  by  mortgage,  $16,800  00 

In  addition  to  this,  the  evidence  estab- 
lishes that  Pettway  was  liable  for 
other  debts  of  the  Gees,  not  included 
in  tike  Alabama  deed,  amounting  to  - 
upwards  of  $17,000 


It  appears,  therefore,  clearly,  that  the  security  provided  for 
the  mortgage  executed  22d  November,  1845,  was  insufficient  to 
meet  the  debts  owing  to  Pettway  by  the  Gees,  and  the  liabilities 
he  was  under  for  them,  by  upwards  of  $80,000.  Under  these 
eireumstances,  we  cannot  say  that  the  keeping  back  the  debt 
owing  by  Pettway,  for  the  slaves  purdiased  by  him,  was 
evidence  of  an  intent  on  his  part  to  defraud  the  creditors  of  the 
GeeSy  but  must  ascribe  it  to  the  more  natural  motive  of  securing 
himself  against  liabilities  which  far  exceeded  that  amount. 
The  vice  of  the  former  opinion  was,  in  considering  the  security 
afforded  by  the  deed  of  trust  in  Alabama  as  affording  full 
indemnity  to  Pettway,  which  was  a  mistake  of  fact. 

If  the  failure  to  refer  to  the  debt  of  $15,000,  in  the  mortgage, 
cannot  be  regarded  as  a  fraudulent  act,  we  do  not  see  how  the 
failure  to  disclose  it  in  the  pleadings  can  be  so  considered. 
The  object  of  the  suit  was,  the  prutection  of  the  trust  property, 
— to  settle  the  rights  of  creditors  claiming  under  the  deed,,  and 
those  claiming  under  judgments,  executions,  and  attachments, 
and  to  execute  the  trusts  as  they  were  disclosed.  To  do  this, 
it  was  entirely  unnecessary  to  set  out  any  other  transactions 
than  as  to  the  debts  specified  in  the  mortgage ;  and  if  it  would 
have  been  superfluous  to  allege  it  in  the  bilU  the  failure  to  do  so 
affords  no  evidence  whatever  of  a  fraudulent  intent.  We  say 
nothing  in  relation  to  the  North  Carolina  deed  of  trust ;  for  the 
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reason,  that  it  was  not  exeoated  until  some  months  after  tbe 
Alabama  deed,  and  the  evicleiice  shows  that  the  prop^rtj  indtlded 
in  it,  if  it  had  been  appropriated  to  no  other  debta  than  tbe 
liabilities  which  it  is  proved  Pettway  was  under  for  the  Gees, 
would  still,  taking  into  estimation  the  inadequacy  of  the  other 
mortgage,  have  failed  to  secure  Pettway  by  a  smm  considorably 
greater  than  his  debt. 

Our  co&dnsion  is,  upon  the  whole  evidence,  that  it  proves  no 
fraud,  "BO  far  as  Pettway  is  concerned. 

The  decree  of  the  Chancellor  is  affirmed* 


MONTGOMERY  vs.  QIVHAN  bi  au 

1.  Where  an  executor,  by  an  arrangement  with  the  creditors  of  the  estate, 
obtained  indulgence  on  the  debts^  which  enabled  him  to  purcliaae  eome  of 
the  proper^,  at  a  sale  under  an  order  of  Iho  Gliaiicerj  Coiii<>  wliieh  was 
had  by  conaent,  he  was  heM  to  have  pnxchaeed  for  tbe  benefit  of  tbe  estate, 
and  not  for  himself  indlridually ;  there  beings  also,  some  evidence  of  bis 
declarations  or  admissions,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  that  he  was  purchadng 
for  the  estate. 

1  Where  a  bill  is  filed  against  an  executor  to  compel  a  settlement  and 
accoant  of  his  trust,  and  to  hare  complainant's  portion  of  tbe  estate  (die 
being  a  married  woman,  and  her  husband  insohrent)  settled  to  her  aeparate 
use,  if  the  bill  alleges  that  certain  slaves  in  the  defendant's  possession  were 
purchased  with  the  funds  of  the  estate,  while  the  proof  shows  that  they 
were  purchased  with  his  own  individual  funds,  but  under  meh  eireiimsiaiiees 
tet  a  oouit  of  equity  would  oonsider  them  assets  of  the  estate;  tbere  is  no 
fatal  variance  between  the  allegations  and  proof. 

3.  When  an  admission  of  record  is  made  by  counsel  in  the  court  below,  for 
the  purpose  of  obviating  the  necessity  of  proof,  it  will  be  presumed  that  he 
had  authority  to  make  it.  and  the  admission  cannot '  be  withdrawn  in  the 
appellate  court. 

i*  Where  the  executor  was  also  complainant- s  guardian,  he  should  be  allowed 
a  credit,  on  the  settlement  of  his  accounts  in  equity,  for  reasonable  expenses 
in  1>oard!ng,  clothing  and  educating  her,  although  such  expenses  may  exceed 
the  interest  or  annual  profits  of  her  estate  in  his  hands,  if  tb^  were 
necessary  under  the  circumstances;  and  if  she,  wiiile  residiiig  with  him, 
pertemed  valuable  services  for  him,  she  is  entitled  to  set-olT  their  Tslue 
against  his  demand  for  board,  &e, 

5.    If  &e  ward  and  her  husband  continue  to  board  with  her  t^uafdlan,  alter 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JANUARY  TERM,  1854. 66> 

Montgomery  V;  Gii^iui  ot  al. 

their  marriage,  it  will  be  presamed;  in  tiie  absence  of  proof  of  any  contract 
or  agreement  between  the  parties,  that  it  was  understood  between  them  that 
the  price  of  theur  board  should  be  charged  to  the  wifef's  property  in  the  haxids 
of '  her  gnaftlian ;  and  Ibe  goardian  will  be  allowed  a  dredit  fbr  the  amooiit, 
on  the  Bubeequent  settlement  of  hijr  accoants  in  equity,  al&oa^  tb« 
hnsbandis  insoUent 
fi.  The  executor  would  also,  in  such  case,  be  entitled  to  a  credit  for  the  value 
of  slaves  delivered  to  complainant  and  her  husband  when  they  conimenced 
house-keeping,  when  complainant  does  not  oflfer,  in  her  bill,  to  retunk  theai; 
and  her  husband  assents  to  her  right  to  have  them  settled  upon  her  Ibr  Imt 
separate  support  aad  maiatenaiice; 

7.  The  wife's  right  to  a  settlement  of  her  prop^ty  to  her  separate  support 
and  maintenance,  is  unaffected,  as  between  the  executor  and  herself,  by  any 
transactions  between  him  and  her  husband,  which  had  no  reference  to  tter 
estate  in  the  execute's  hands,  and  were  not  dedgnedto  beonditedto  th«t 

fVuid. 

8.  If  the  wife's  property  in  the  executor's  hands,  in  such  case,  in  more  than 
BufBcient  for  the  reasonable  support  and  maintenance  of  herself  and  children^ 
and  her  husband  is  indebted  to  the  executor  on  the  settlement  of  tfcrfr 
accounts,  the  executor  diould  be  allowed  to  i«tain  the  balanoe  due  hfaA  item 
the  husband  after  making  a  i^asonable  settlement  on  the  wife. 

9.  If  the  executor,  in  aooonnting  on  settlement  with  one  distributee  or  legatee, 
*  has  accounted  for  less  than  he  might  have  been  charged  with,  thia  does  not 

give  another  legatee  any  right  to  a  greater  faitcrest  fai  the  rerfdue. 

B^RBOB  to  flie  Chancery  Court  of  Lowndes. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  Andbbson  Cbbkshaw. 

This  bill  was  filed,  in  1843,  by  Jane  Montgomery,  sningf 
by  her  next  friend,  against  her  husband,  Robert  B.  Mont- 
gomery, and  the  ereeutor,  legatees  and  distributees  of  her 
faflier.  Job  P.  Givhan;  its  object  was  to  compel  a  settlement 
and  account  from  the  executor,  a  distribution  of  the  estate, 
and  a  settlement  of  complainant's  portion  upon  her  for  her 
separate  support  and  maintenance,  her  husband  being- 
insolvent.  The  record  is  very  voluminous,  but  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  give  a  detailed  statement  of  the  allegatioiis^  of  the 
bill  and  answers,  and  Ae  substance  of  the  testimony.  The 
principal  questions  raised  by  the  pleadings  were :  first,  for 
what  pbrtioii  of  the  estate  was  the  executor  accountable; 
and,  secondly,  to  what  creditB^  was  he  entitled. 

R  appears  that  the  testator  died  in  South  Oajolina,  m 

1«8*  possessed  of  the  uiidivided  half  of  a  t«U5t  of  land  m 

thttt  Staid,  d^sectionof  land  in  Alabama  on  which  the  town 

ot  HAyneviUe  i»  situated,  and  about  forty  negroed  j  that  ho 
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bequeathed  and  devised  all  his  property,  both  real  and 
personal,  to  his  widow  and  eight  children,  and  appointed 
Richard  Appleby  and  George  Givhan  his  executors;  that 
Appleby  first  qualified  as  executor  in  South  Carolina,  said 
George  Givhan  being  then  a  minor,  and  Givhan  afterwards 
qualified  there,  on  attaining  his  majority,  and  also  took  out 
letters  testamentary  in  Lowndes  County,  Alabama ;  that  the 
testator,  during  his  life-time,  had  conveyed  said  slaves,  by 
voluntary  deed,  to  his  wife  and  children ;  but  after  his  death 
this  deed  was  set  aside,  by  the  Court  of  Equity  in  South 
Carolina,  as  fraudulent  and  void  against  existing  creditors, 
and  the  slaves  were  decreed  to  be  sold  to  satisfy  certain 
judgments  recovered  against  the  executor,  in  suits  which 
were  commenced  against  the  testator  while  living.  The 
complainant  charges,  that  the  executor,  George  Givhan, 
purchased  eleven  of  these  slaves  at  the  sale,  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  the  estate;  and  that  with  the  profits  of  their  labor, 
and  nine  other  slaves  belonging  to  the  estate  which  he  had 
previously  brought  to  Alabama,  he  purchased  several  other 
slaves,  which  are  now  in  his  possession ;  that  he  also  pur- 
chased the  Hayneville  tract  of  land  for  $5000,  for  which  he 
has  never  accounted ;  and  that  he  has  received  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  ferry  and  tract  of  land  in  South  Carolina;  and 
complainant  seeks  to  make  him  account  for  all  these  items. 

The  executor  admits  that  he  brought  nine  of  the  slaves  to 
Alabama,  but  insists  that  the  profits  of  their  labor  were 
insufficient  to  support  the  children  of  the  testator ;  also 
admits  that  he  purchased  eleven  of  the  slaves  at  the  sale  in 
South  Carolina,  but  insists  that  the  purchase  was  made  for 
his  own,  individual  benefit,  and  not  on  account  of  the  estate; 
states  that  the  Hayneville  tract  of  land  was  sold  under  an 
order  of  court,  and  he  became  the  purchaser  at  the  price  of 
15000,  and  bought  for  himself  individually  ;  that  the  ferry 
place  in  South  Carolina  was  sold  by  the  sheriff  under  execu- 
tion, and  purchased  by  one  Campbell,  and  that  he  after- 
wards purchased  ft  from  said  Campbell,  but  for  himself  indi- 
vidually, and  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate.  He  admits 
his  liability  to  account,  on  settlement,  for  the  nine  slaves 
brought  by  him  to  Alabama,  and  for  the  price  of  the  Hayne- 
ville tract  of  land,  but  for  these  only ;  and  he  insists  that  he 
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is  entitled  to  a  credit  for  advances  made  to  complainant  and 
her  husband,  for  the  expenses  of  complainant's  board,  cloth* 
ing  and  edacation,  incurred  by  him  as  her  guardian,  and  for 
the  amount  of  her  husband's  indebtedness  to  him,  which  he 
insists  upon  as  a  set-off;  and  all  these  credits  being  deducted 
from  complainant's  portion  of  the  estate,  ho  insists  that  she 
has  received  more  than  her  share. 

The  Chancellor  held,  that  the  purchase  of  the  eleven  slaves 
by  the  executor  in  South  Carolina  was  intended  by  him  for 
his  individual  benefit,  and  did  not  enure  to  the  benefit  of  the 
estate ;  that  the  executor  was  only  accountable  for  the  nine 
negroes  brought  by  him  to  Alabama,  with  their  increase  and 
the  profits  of  their  labor,  and  the  price  of  the  Hayneville 
tract  of  land  ($5000),  with  interest  thereon  ;  that  he  should 
bo  allowed  a  credit  for  boarding,  clothing  and  educating 
complainant,  and  for  other  incidental  expenses  incurred  by 
him  on  her  account,  unless  intended  as  a  gratuity,  making  a 
deduction  for  the  value  of  her  services,  if  they  were  worth 
anything  to  the  executor,  who  was  also  her  guardian ;  that 
he  should  be  allowed,  also,  a  reasonable  charge  for  boarding 
complainant  and  her  husband  after  their  marriage ;  that  the 
negroes  which  he  delivered  to  complainant  and  her  husband 
when  they  commenced  house-keeping,  and  which  they 
received  and  accepted,  must  be  considered  a  satisfaction,  fro 
tantoj  of  complainant's  distributive  share  of  the  estate, 
according  to  their  value  when  so  received  ;  that  all  moneys 
paid  by  the  executor  to  E.  B.  Montgomery,  or  to  other  per- 
sons for  him,  or  on  his  account,  after  his  marriage  with  com- 
plainant, and  before  he  became  insolvent,  and  all  his  indebt- 
edness to  the  executor  which  accrued  within  that  period, 
must  be  considered  as  advances  made  on  the  fiodth  and  credit 
of  complainant's  portion  of  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  the 
executor.  A  reference  of  the  matters  of  account  was 
ordered,  on  the  principles  laid  down  in  this  decree,  if  com- 
plainant wished  to  have  the  account  taken ;  otherwise,  it 
was  ordered  that  her  bill  be  dismissed  at  the  cost  of  her 
next  friend.    This  decree  is  now  assigned  for  error* 

JoBH  A.  Elmobe,  for  plaintiff  in  error : 

1.  The  deed  mentioned  in  the  pleadings  cannot  aflect  com* 
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plainant's  rigbis  or  remedy.  Givhan  does  not  set  it  up  in  my 
form,  nor  claim  anything  nnder  it ;  bat  he  and  all  the  legatees 
htfte  uoiformly,  since  the  decree  in  South  Carolina,  treated  it 
asft nnllity.  Complunant  bases  her  claim  on  the  mil,  and  not 
cm  the  deed,  and  charges  Givhan  with  liability  as  execator.— ^ 
fie  admits  his*  liability,  as  execator,  fbr  part  of  the  property  ; 
and  if  liable  for  this  in  that  chooraoter,  he  must  be  liable  throngh- 
cot  SB  ezeeotor.  He  was  executor ;  he  always  acted  as  execa- 
tw ;  his  acts  as  executor  were  acqaiesced  in ;  he  is  bound 
thereby,  and  must  an^vrer  as  8uch.-^Van  Eppes  v.  Van  Deusen, 
4  Paige  6i)  71 ;  Brown  v.  Lynch,  1  ib.  147 ;  White  y.  Swain, 
8  Pidc.  866 ;  Andrews  &Bro.  v.  Jones,  10  Ala.  400 ;  Partdst 
T*  Alexander,  1  Johns.  Ch.  894 ;  Reed  v.  Warren,  5  Paige 
650^ ;  Billuigjbon'a  Appeal,  8  Rawle  48 ;  Brown  ▼•  Brown,  1 
Steob*  £(}•  868* 

2.  The  complainant  is  eni&tled  to  share  in  ail  the  advantages 
acquired  by ]the  executor's  various  arrangements  with  the  credi- 
tera,  his  purchases,  and  his  settlements  with  other  legatees.— 
fie  is  tiie  trustee  for  the  common  interest,  and  all  these  benefits 
enureto  the  common  interest.^Jeremy's  Eq.  pp.  144,548, 
6«5;  1  StoryV  £q.  §465  ;  2  ib.  §§  1210,  1211;  8  Rawie 
48,  supra ;  Bush  v.  Bush,  1  Strob.  £q.  877 ;  and  other  cases 
cited  aboY^.  The  principle  in  Billington's  Appeal  applies  on 
the  converse  state  of  facts. 

8;  The  purchases  made  in  February,  1829,  of  the  dght 
negroes,  and  afterwards  of  seven  others,  were  made  on  a  satis- 
fied ckcree^  to  which  Givhan  was  a  party,  and  of  which  satis- 
faction there  was  record  evidence  except  as  to  $200.  These 
agjht  ne0K>eB  were  sold  separately,  as  shown  by  the  separate 
prices  in  the  register's  report.  The  sale  of  Plenty  then  satis- 
fred  the  decree,  and  the  executor  is  liable  for  the  oUier  seven,  as 
silso  for  Sam  and  the  hire  of  Bella.  But,  although  Bella  was 
sold  last,  yet,  as  nil  were  sold  at  tho  same  time,  and  no  money 
was  paid  by  the  executor,  the  law  will  declare  the  decree  to 
have  been  satisfied  by  the  sale  of  Bella,  and  the  executor  will 
hold  the  rest  as  tho  property  of  the  estate. 

4.  The  sales  of  the  negroes  in  February,  1829,  and  of  Sam 
afterwards,  were  at  the  instance  of  the  executor;  and,  though 
the  sales  were  made  by  the  conmiissioner,  under  an  order  of 
pourf^oaavidid^unsaftis&ed  decree,  the  executor  oa&nothold 
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them  absolately,  but  holds  them,  at  the  option  t)f  the  parties 
interested,  for  the  estate. — Ex  parte  Wiggins,  1  HllPs  (S.  C.) 
Ch.  R.  853,  and  oases  cited  in  opinion  of  Ch.  Harper,  particn- 
larlj  Ex  parte  James,  8  Vesej  887,  where  the  trustee  had 
made  arrangements  with  the  creditors.  And  althongh  the  facts 
are  different,  in  regard  to  the  three  first  bought  in  Gharlefirton, 
the  principles  dedared  in  all  the  above  cases  apply  as  to  them. 
6.  If  the  trucrtee  mingle  the  funds  of  the  estate  with  his 
own,  so  that  they  cannot  be  distinguished,  or  only  with  great 
difficulty ;  or  *^if  a  new  ingredient  is  formed,  not  capable  of 
a  just  appreciation  and  division,  according  to  the  original  rights 
of  each,  the  trustee  must  lose  l^e  whole.  This  is  insisted  on 
as  to  all  the  purchases  made  in  Alabama — Story  on  Bailments^ 
pp.  29,  31,  §  40,  and  cases  in  notcfl ;  Story  on  Agency,  §  205, 
and  cases  in  notes  ;  1  Story's  £q.  §  §  468,  628 ;  Hart  v.  Ten 
Eyck,  2  Johns.  Ch.  62,  108;  Lupton  v.  White,  15  Vesoy 
436,  440;  Docker  v.  Somes,  2  Myl.  &  K.  (8  Con.  Eng.  Gb.) 
655 ;  Myers  v.  Myers,  2  McCord's  Ch.  214,  266.  Nor  is 
this  rule  too  harsh  to  be  here  applied.  There  is  nothing  to 
induce  a  relaxation  of  the  rule  'm  Gtvfaan's  favor  ;  die  case  is 
not  within  the  principle  of  Bethea  v.  MoCall.  But,  if  overrukd 
in  this,  it  is  insisted,  that  the  executor  shall  be  required  to 
prove  how  much  of  his  own  money  was  ueed  by  him  m  these 
purchases,  and  whence  obtained,  and  Uiat  he  shall  identify  the 
money  used  as  his  own  as  the  same  received  by  him  from  Us 
individual  means  ;  and  that  complainant  should  not  be  required 
to  prove  how  much  of  the  trust  funds  he  used  ;  also,  that,  if 
he  held  funds  of  the  estate  at  the  time  of  hie  purchasesi  he 
shall  be  declared  to  have  purchased  with  diese  funds,  and  for 
the  estate,  if  complainant  so  elects,  unless  he  identifies  as  his 
own  the  money  used. 

6.  The  husband  can  bind  the  wife's  personalty,  only  by 
reduction  to  possession,  actual  or  constructive.  When  con- 
structive, it  is  a  question  of  intention,  to  be  sustained  by  proof. 
Certain  acts  (as  release,  assignment  for  valuable  ooBsideration, 
&c.)  are  declared  by  law  to  carry  with  them  conchisive  evidence 
of  the  intention,  and,  when  coupled  with  the  power  to  reduoe  to 
possession,  pass  the  wife's  estate,  or  bind  it,  as  to  the  per- 
sonalty. In  all  other  cases,  the  intention,  situation,  and  act  cf 
the  husband,  rsst  ia  evidenee.— Terrdl  t*  OxesiiSy  11   Ala* 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


574  ALABAMA. 


Montgomery  v.  Givhui  et  al 


207 ;  2  Penn.  R.  71 ;  Carleton  &  Co.  v.  Banks,  7  Al*.  82  ; 
Smith  T.  Scudder,  11  S.  &  R.  325 ;  Lodge  v.  HamlltOD,  2 
S.  &  R.  491 }  Hind's  Estate,  5  Wharton  188 ;  Lewis  v.  Lewis, 
8  Barn.  &  Ores.  291 ;  Bates  v.  Dandy,  2  Atk.  207 ;  Wildman 
V.  Wildman,  9  Vesey  174;  Earl  Salisbury  v.  Newton,  1 
Eden's  Ch.  R.  570. 

7.  And  this,  to  defeat  the  wife's  equities,  must  be  done  by 
an  executed,  not  an  executory  contract — Gillett  v.  Powell, 
1  Speer's  Eq.  142, 149 ;  Hill  v.  Hill,  1  Strob.  £q.  25. 

8.  The  dealings  must  bo  with  the  husband  as  such ;  there 
most  be  an  exercise  by  him  of  his  marital  rights,  with  the  view 
to  bind  the  wife's  estate.  Any  other  dealing  is  on  the  husband's 
general  credit ;  and,  like  other  creditors,  the  executor  can  only 
claim  a  set-off,  or  reduction,  subject  to  the  wife's  equities. — 
Lodge  V.  Hamilton,  2  S.  &  R.  491  ;  Terrell  v.  Greene,  11 
Ala.  207 ;  Van  Eppes  v.  Van  Densen,  4  Paige  64 ;  Lady 
Elibank  v.  Montolieu,  5  Vesey  787  ;  Carr  v.  Taylor,  10  Vesey 
575;  Frankenfeldt's  Appeal,  3  Wharton  415.  Givhan  does 
not  allege,  in  his  answer,  any  fact  to  charge  the  wife's  estate 
with  her  husband's  debts ;  and  it  is  proved  that  the  husband, 
up  to  his  last  transaction  with  Givhan,  was  in  good  credit,  and 
of  ample  means. 

9.  The  same  principle  prevails,  as  to  the  property  passbg 
from  Givhan's  possession  to  Montgomery's ;  whether  purchases, 
or  payments  pro  tanioj  depends  on  tho  circumstances.  There 
is  no  allegation  in  the  answer  that  they  were  received  from  the 
executor  as  payment^,  oit^qwati  advancements ;  his  failure  to 
allege  it  is  conclusive  that  they  were  not  so  received.  If  the 
answer  of  Montgonbery  is  excluded,  no  part  of  the  evidence 
explains  the  transaction  as  to  these  negroes ;  but  if  bis  answer 
is  looked  to,  the  explanation  is  consistent  with  Givhan's  answer, 
and  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  that  Hagar  and  child  and 
the  lot  were  a  purchase,  and  that  Jim  was  loaned  as  a  nurse. 

10-  As  to  the  Bank  debt  paid  by  Givhan :  He  was  not  a 
privy  to  the  debt,  nor  bound  by  it ;  and  he  could  not,  without 
Montgomery's  consent,  pay  that  debt,  and  thus  make  himself  a 
creditor  of  Montgomery,  at  least  so  as  to  charge  the  wife^a 
estate.  He  does  not  say,  in  his  answer,  that  he  paid  thia  debt 
with  Montgomery's  knowledgo  even. — Frankenfeldt's  Appeal, 
8  Wharton  416  {  Weakley  y.  Brabaio,  2  Stewart  500 ;  Mayor 
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T.  Haghes,  1  Gill  &  John.  438 ;  Richardson  v.  McNairj,  1 
Con.  (S.  C.)  R.  472  ;  5  Cowen  603  ;  4  N.  H.  188;  1  South. 
218 ;  Jones  v.  Wilson,  3  Johns.  484  ;  Beach  v.  Vandenburgh, 
10i6.  861. 

11.  The  defendants  did  not  object,  in  their  answers,  or 
on  the  hearing,  to  the  want  of  parties,  or  the  lapse  of  time ; 
and  they  will  not  be  allowed  to  raise  the  objections  now. 

J.  M.  BoLiNG  and  R.  Saffold,  contra  : 

1.  The  answers  are  responsive  to  the  bill,  and  deny  every 
material  allegation,  both  general  and  special.  The  answers 
are  evidence,  not  only  so  far  as  they  deny  the  matters  affirma- 
tively alleged,  but  even  where  they  affirm  and  avoid.  Taking 
the  case  as  presented  by  the  record,  the  conclusion  is  perfectly 
just,  that  George  Givhan  had  no  agency  in  bringing  on  the  sale 
of  the  negroes  in  South  Carolina,  and  that  he  paid  for  them, 
after  1887,  with  his  own  means,  mainly  with  money  arising  from 
the  sale  of  the  Hayneville  lots.  There  is  nothing  in  the  record 
to  impugn  this  sale.  It  is  evident  that  he  never  made  any 
valid  promise  to  divide  them  among  all  the  heirs.  The  farthest 
the  testimony  shows  he  went,  was  that  he  intended — nothing 
8iud  that  was  consummated  or  binding.  The  record  fully  sus- 
tains this  purchase,  and  that  of  the  Hayneville  tract  of  land, 
independent  of  the  admissions. — Andrews  &  Bro.  v.  Jones,  10 
Ala.  400. 

2.  The  advances  by  Givhan  for  Montgomery,  or  Montgomery 
and  wife,  and  the  assumptions  by  him  of  the  debts  of  Mont- 
gomery, and  payments  for  him  whilst  he  was  solvent,  were 
properly  considered  by  the  court  below  as  advances  on  the  faith 
and  credit  of  Mrs.  Montgomery's  portion,  and  the  executor  was 
properly  allowed  to  make  the  deduction  from  her  portion.— 
Whether  considered  as  advances  on  the  faith  of  the  legacy  or 
uot,  they  were  debts  which  the  executor  would  be  allowed  to 
retain  on  settlement ;  he  not  being  in  a  situation  to  sue  himself. 
---1  De38.  247  ;  Purdom  v.  Tipton,  9  Ala.  914 ;  Fonblanque's 
Eq.,  Book  4,  eh.  2,  §  4,  and  note ;  Levessey  v.  Levessey,  8 
Russ.  287,  642 ;  1  £q.  Dig.  498,  818  ;  10  Peters  682  ;  2 
Petera'  Dig.  277 ;  Toller  on  Executors,  pp.  296  to  298  :  1 
Lomax  on  Ex.,  pp.  412  to  418  ;  7  Dana  467 ;  12  Pick.  178 ; 
6Moo.  267;  7  «.  247  {  1  Wash.  80;  PittiT.  Curtis,  4  AU. 
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850 ;  7  ib.  82,  589  ;  2  Gill  &  Johns.  81 ;  5  Johns.  Ch.  196  ; 
8  Porter  36 ;  1  MoCord's  Ch.  191 ;  2  Nott  &  McCord  161 ; 
2  Murph.  151 ;  1  HilPs  (S.  C.)  R,  191. 

8.  The  proof  most  correspond  vfith  the  allegatiooa  of  tiie 
bill^  to  entitle  the  complainant  to  relief.  The  proof  in  this  ease 
does  not  sustain  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  particularly  as  to 
the  sale  of  the  slaves  in  South  Carolina,  which  were  honj^t  hj 
Givhan.  The  proof  is  totally  different  from  the  allegations  aa 
to  this  sale,  and  the  complainant  is  not  entitled  to  relief  as  to 
them ;  nor  would  she  be  entitled  to  relief,  as  to  these  slaves,  if 
jber  bill  were  so  amended  that  the  all^ations  and  proof  vonUl 
agree. — Clements  v.  Kellogg,  1  Ala.  380 ;  Julian  and  Wife  ▼• 
Reynolds,  11  Ala.  960. 

4.  The  decIaratkHos  of  Givban,  that  he  intended  the  property 
for  the  eetate,  if  such  were  made,  were  upon  no  considerati<»iy 
and  do  not  bind  him.  The  most  reasonable  inferenee  to  be 
drawn  from  such  declarations,  is,  Uiat  he  intended  the  property 
for  himself  and  brothers.— Doe  ex  dem^  Davis  v.  McKiuiey,  6 
Ala.  726 ;  Lylcs  v.  Sims,  Harper's  R.  42 ;  2  U.  S.  Digest^ 
p.  865,  §  108.  Of  the  skame  character  are  the  dedantions  of 
George  Givhan  and  brothers,  in  the  mortgage  to  the  Bank, 
calling  the  property  the  slaves  of  the  estate ;  and  this  mortgage 
was  made,  too,  as  the  only  torms  on  which  the  cashier  of  the 
Pank  would  grant  the  parties  an  extensi(m  of  time  on  their 
indebtedness  to  the  Bank.  The  admissions  in  the  mortgage 
are  only  prima  fade  evidence,  and  may  be  r^utted  by  odier 
evidence  i  no  one  being  injured  thereby,  and  they  b«ng 
made  out  of  court,  and  not  in  a  suit.— Greeley's  £q.  £v.  828, 
855.  Mrs.  Montgomery  and  her  husband  received  no  injury 
from  the  description  of  the  slaves  in  the  iftortgage  as  the  proo 
perty  of  the  estate  of  Job  P.  Givhan.— 2  Johns.  Ch.  209, 22S ; 
Venable  v.  Thompson,  11  Ak.  147  >  Hi^nley  v.  Qunley,  15 
Ala.  105. 

5.  The  bankrupt  act  of  1841  operates  on  the  estate  of  die 
person  applying  for  its  benefit,  so  as  to  transfer  to  the  assignee 
not  only  property  in  possession,  but  actions  pendii^,  and 
mere  rights  of  action  ;  consequently,  all  the  interest  which  the 
husband  had,  jure  marith  in  tiie  choses  in  action  of  his  wife, 
passed  to  the  assignee  upon  the  fiUng  of  the  husband's  petiiioD 
ii»  bankruptcy.    The  bil}  9ho«]4  b^re  be^n  diemSssedt  if  fisr  m 
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oibor  veaaon,  because  the  aseigoee  was  not  made  a  party. — 
jByatkrand  Wife  w.  Merohaato'  Iiw.  Co.^  8  Ala.  8T5  ;  Hmley 
T.  Honkj,  16  Ab.  106. 

6.  The  aaswers  of  Moatgomery  and  Mrs.  Appleby  are  not 
MiAeftoe  against  aivbaii.--areftley'8  Eq.  Er.  24 ;  /nfian  t. 
Aejrnoldf ,  8  Ala.  €80. 

7.  An  admisaioo,  made  by  ooonsel  of  record  in  a  case^  is 
MDclaavre,  and  oamiet  be  retracted. — Gresloy's  Eqnity  Ey. 
8SQ,  861. 

CHILTON,  J.— We  havo  giyen  to  the  record  in  this  case  a 
kborions  ezaminatioD,  and  proceed  to  state,  as  briefly  as  we 
OBOy  the  conelnsions  we  have  attained. 

1.  It  is  yery  dear,  that  the  ychintary  deed  executed  by  the 
testiter,  and  which,  since  bis  deat&,  has  been  set  aside  by  the 
Coart  of  Cbancery  in  Sooth  Carolina,  can  haye  no  legitimate 
isflttcnce  upon  the  decision  of  this  canse ;  first,  for  the  reason, 
that  both  the  executor  and  the  legatees  under  the  will  seem 
nntformly  to  have  regarded  it  as  inoperative ;  and,  secondly, 
the  bill  proceeds  under  the  will  for  distribution,  and  not  under 
the  jieed,  and  the  executor  admits  the  receipt  of  certain  property 
belMiging  to  the  estate,  and  which  is  embraced  in  the  deed,  in 
bis  capacity  as  executor,  and  his  liability  to  account  as  sucb^ 
but  insists  that  the  complainant  has  received  her  full  share. 
As  neither  party  insists  upon  the  deed,  we  will  lay  that  out  of 
view,  and  proceed  to  ascertain  the  rights  of  the  parties  irres- 
peotivo  of  it. 

2.  It  is  conceded,  that  the  testator,  Job  P.  Oivhan,.,  made 
his  wHl,  by  which,  after  making  certain  dispositions  of  portions 
of  bis  property,  he  directed  that  the  balance  of  his  estate,  botji 
real  and  personal,  should  be  *^  divided,  in  equal  parts,  among 
his  eight  ehildren."  The  complainant  is  one  of  his  children^ 
and  entitled  to  share  an  interest  of  one-eighth  in  the  estate.  It 
appears,  that  Richard  Appleby  first  qualified  as  executor  of 
Ae  will,  the  said  C^orge  Oivhan  being  then  under  age ;  that 
several  judgments  were  rendered  against  him  as  executor,  and 
that  Appleby  treated  the  deed,  which  disposed  of  the  testator's 
slaves,  and  which  was  executed  prior  to  the  will,  as  passing  the 
property.  One  of  the  creditors  thereupon  filed  a  bill  in  equity^ 
an4  Ibe  4eed  was  declared  firaudulent  and  void  as  to  pre-existing 
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debts ;  and  the  commissioner  was  ordered  to  take  an  acooant 
of  the  debts  dae  from  the  estate,  and  to  seioe  upon  saffieient 
of  the  assets  embraced  in  the  deed  for  their  satisfaction.  The 
cause  having  been  removed  from  the  Charleston  to  the  Colleton 
District,  the  commissioner  of  the  CoUcUhk  District  proceeded  to 
state  the  account,  ascertaining  the  sums  due  to  the  creditors, 
and  to  seize  upon  and  sell  divers  slaves  belonging  to  said  estate. 
At  said  sale,  the  defendant,  Oivhan,  who  was  then  one  of  the 
executors,  purchased  divers  of  the  slaves ;  and  tho  first  ques- 
tion we  propose  to  notice,  is,  whether  this  purchase  is  to  enure 
to  his  individual  benefit,  or  is  to  be  considered  a  purchase  for 
the  benefit  of  the  estate.  The  bill  charges  him  with  having 
procured  the  sale,  and  with  having  purchased  with  the  means, 
and  for  the  benefit,  of  the  estate.  In  response  to  such  allega  - 
tions,  the  defendant  states,  that  by  the  decree  of  the  Chancery 
Court,  setting  aside  the  deed,  it  was  decreed  that  the  assets  of 
the  estate  should  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  commissioner  of 
said  court,  and  that  tho  commissioner  should  proceed  to  sell  so 
much  thereof  as  should  be  necessary  to  pay  and  satisfy  the 
debts  of  the  estate ;  that  in  pursuance  of  said  order,  the  com- 
missioner proceeded  to  sell  thirty-seven  of  the  slaves ;  that  he 
does  not  recollect  the  amount  of  the  debts,  but  avers  that  no 
money  was  left  after  paying  the  demands  against  the  estate ; 
that  these  thirty-seven  slaves  were  all  that  belonged  to  the 
estate,  except  nine  which  the  respondent  had  befoie  that  time 
brought  to  the  State  of  Alabama.  He  denies  that  he  received 
any  portion  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  and  says  that  he  bad 
nothing  to  do  with  Uie  sales,  or  settlements.  He  admits  that 
he  purchased  the  following  slaves,  at  the  sales  made  by  the 
commissioner,  viz.,  Morris,  Venus,  Frank,  Plenty,  Seipio, 
EUick,  Sarah,  and  her  two  children  George  and  Phibby ;  also 
Peggy,  Linda,  and  Sam ;  that  he  paid  cash  for  Sam,  and  may 
have  raised  the  money  which  purchased  him  from  a  sale  of  the 
cotton  made  in  Alabama  with  the  negroes  brought  to  this 
State ;  but  in  making  this  arrangement,  he  left  debts  due  from 
the  estate  unpaid,  which  required  him  to  pay  out  his  individual 
funds  in  their  extinguishment,  to  an  amount  greater  than  that 
used  by  him  from  the  proceeds  of  the  crop ;  that  Sam  died  in 
less  than  a  year  after  his  purchase ;  that  Peggy  died  in  aboat 
three  years  after  her  pm  chase,  and  Soipio  in  abeot  ficmr  yearn 
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thereafter ;  that  as  to  the  other  slaves  purchased  by  him,  he 
paid  for  them  out  of  the  proceeds  derived  from  the  sale  of  town 
lots  in  Hajneville,  two  or  three  hundred  dollars  in  the  sale  cf 
horses  and  other  individual  property,  besides  some  means 
which  he  borrowed,  and  the  proceeds  of  cotton  crops  raised  by 
nine  hands,  which  he  and  his  two  brothers  had,  and  of  nineteen 
working  hands,  which  he  had  in  his  possession  during  the  years 
1836  and  1887,  of  the  estate  of  one  Drury  Fort,  of  which  estate 
he  was  administrator.  He  denies  that  one  dollar  of  money 
belonging  to  the  estate,  or  arising  from  crops  made  by  hands 
belonging  to  the  estate  of  J.  P.  Oivhan,  was  paid  ;  bat  on  the 
contrary,  insists,  that  there  were  but  five  of  said  nine  slaves 
capable  of  working,  and  that  the  proceeds  of  their  labor  did 
not  support  the  children  of  the  said  Job. 

The  defendant  also  avers  in  his  answer,  that,  upon  his  pur- 
chase at  the  commissioner's  sale,  which  was  made  at  Charles- 
ton, the  Hamiltons  agreed  to  extend  the  time  of  payment,  and 
to  give  him  a  receipt  for  the  amount  of  his  bid  against  so  much 
of  their  claim.  The  amount  thus  receipted  was  $1500,  f<Nr 
which  he  gave  his  note  to  the  said  Hamiltons.  The  other  por- 
tion of  the  slaves  were  purchased  at  Waterborough  ;  and  for  the 
amount  bid  by  him,  it  was  agreed  that  the  Hamiltons  should 
indulge  him,  upon  his  executing  a  mortgage  upon  the  slaves^ 
and  giving  his  bond  for  the  amount,  being  about  $1400 ;  which 
mortgage  and  bond,  it  seems,  were  afterwards  assigned  to  the 
Hamiltons,  by  the  commissioner,  in  payment  of  their  debt 
against  the  estate.  These  papers,  together  with  a  transcript  of 
the  proceedings  in  equity  in  South  Carolina,  appear  in  thereooird 
brfore  us. 

From  the  report  of  the  master  it  appears,  that  the  total 
amount  of  debts  proved  before  him,  embracing  the  demand  due 
the  Hamiltons,  was  $7566  45.  The  amount  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sales  appears  by  the  record  to  be  $8012  50  ;  thus  leaving 
a  balance  of  $447  05  as  overplus,  after  paying  the  debts.  To 
this  sum  should  be  added  the  price  at  which  the  slave  Sam  was 
afterwards  sold,  being  $300,  which  makes  the  overplus,  after 
paying  the  amount  of  the  indebtedness  of  the  estate  as  disclosed 
by  the  record,  the  sum  of  $747  05.  What  disposition,  if  any, 
was  made  of  this  sum,  the  record  does  not  inform  us. 

OoMeding  thai  an  adminbtratori  or  an  ezeoatoTi  with  en 
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ioterest,  may  purohaae  mi  «  oaU  made  of  tbe  ^oods  of  the  ^»tate 
flrUoh  be  r^presenits,  if  1^  Bale  ie  ciwdaeted  fiiirlj  and  oipenly, 
M  baa  beea  aeyeral  timee  deeided  by  this  coart ;  atill,  we  think, 
thene  are  ^cttostances  coimeoted  with  the  sale  and  porehftae 
of  tibese  eleyen  sbiTee  hy  George  GivhaD,  whieh  abow,  beyond  a 
raaiOBable  doobt^  that  he  eonelnded  the  parchaae  for  the  .b^iafit 
of  the  'estate,  «ad  aot  on  bis  indiYidual  aeooust.  We  4o  fiot 
|wopose4o  eomm^ot  u^paa  ^ne  Tofauninons  testimony  of  the 
siiJMroafl  witnesses  who  have  been  examined,  and  irhich  with 
Mueh  care  we  have  sifted,  but  oierely  upon  the  leading  facta  in 
the  canae  whieh  hafo  led  ns  to  this  oonoloaion. 

hi  the  first  place,  /tike  record  of  the  chamoery  proceediagB  ui 
the  State  of  South  Oarolina^preeeats  the  qlaimof  the  defendant 
in  no  yery  favorable  light.  It  ^eems,  by  the  proeeedti^  hihi 
in  lAat  State,  that,  aUhoiigh  the  assets  of  tbe  estate  of  Job  P. 
Oivhan  were  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  all  the  debts  due  fioos 
it,  ^till,  oxpensive  measures  were  resprted  to  nnneoeesarily  to 
a&ot  (their  adjustment.  Instead  of  the  ezocutor's  selling  suffi- 
cient of  the  property  to  piiy  thedd»ts,  and  diatiibutiiig  the 
residue  as  required  by  tbe  wii,  tbe  debts  remain  Hopaid,  and 
the  creditors  are  driven  to  their  bill,  and  tbe  estate  put  to  sJl 
the  expense  C€09equeBt  upon  a  protracted  suit  in  equity.  U 
may  be  replied,  that  tho  mismanssgement  of  Apjdeby,  and  not  of 
Givban^  caused  this  litigation-  There  is  no  doubt,  that  the 
nSscfloidnct  of  the  former  originated  it ;  but  it  is  equally  dear, 
that  the  defendant,  Oivhan,  oontributed  to  its  continuance,  at 
leaat  in  re^^eot  of  ibe  prq)erty  which  he  purchased.  He  was 
qualified  as  executor  in  November,  1827,  and  in  the  same  year 
was  made  a  party  to  the  bill,  before  the  cause  was  transferred 
fircM  tbo  Charleston  to  the  CoUotcm  Districti  at  which  time 
only  fiovea  of  tbe  slaves  had  been  sold,  which  brought  $1116. 
He  had,  previous  to  that  time,  and  before  Hhb  commeDoementof 
the  chancery  suit,  removed  a  portion  of  the  slaves  to  this  State; 
which  circumsfaneo  the  cfaaBcellor  in  South  Carolina  (Dessaaa- 
suce)  regarded  as  creating  just  suspicion  against  the  partiea, 
and  whidb,  no  doubt,  had  its  influence  in  the  question  of  costs 
wlucb  were  toixed  against  tbe  estate,  as  well  as  in  originatii^ 
tbe  proceedings.  On  the  14th  May,  1828,  the  decree  waa 
rendered  in  the  case  of  Hest^  A.  F^de,  subjecting  the  property 
wabiMtd  in  tbe  voluntary  deed  to  the  payment  of  her  demaiid- 
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It  will  be  obserrecl,  that  hers  was  AOt  a  creditor's  bill ;  she 
only  prayed  relief  for  sa  amoimt  which,  she  alleged,  was  dae 
her  from  the  testator,  and  for  which  the  bill  sought  an  account. 
Three  dajs  after  the  decree  in  her  favor,  a  decree  was  rendered, 
by  the  coiiBent  of  the  parties,  that  the  commissioner  in  equity 
for  CSoUeton  District  should  ^^  immediatsly  proceed  to  seize  as 
many  of  the  negroes  included  in  the  voluntary  deed,  as  may  be 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  demaade  of  the  creditors  entitled  to 
payment^"  tic. ;  and  he  was  further  ordered  to  sell  the  same 
and  retain  the  proceeds  in  his  handsj  until  he  could  advertise 
for  the  creditors  of  the  estate  to  come  in  and  prove  their 
demands  before  him ;  after  which  he  was  ordered  to  marshal  ike 
assets,  and  to  pay  over  the  funds  in  hie  hands  to  such  of  the 
creditors  as  should  prove  their  demands,  according  to  their 
legal  priorities. 

In  cAedieuce  to  this  last  decree,  the  commissioner  of  Colleton 
seized  seventeen  slaves,  and  sold  tbem  for  $4,880,  from  which 
be  deducted  expenses  (say  $185  86).    This,  added  to  the  net 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  seven  slaves  ($1,108  86),  makes 
$5,802  60.    Now,  the  amount  of  debts,  exclusive  of  the  demand 
of  F.  &  M»  Hamilton,  embracing  cost  and  interest,  with  the 
commissioner's  fee  fiur  disbursements,  was  $4,576  35  ;  leaving 
a  balance  of  $1,226  25  in  the  hands  of  the  register.    It  does 
not  appear  when  the  sale  of  these  seventeen  slaves  was  made ; 
but  it  must  have  taken  place  between  the  time  when  the  decree 
which  authorized  it  was  rendered,  and  the  confirmation  of  the 
master's  report,  which  was  the  22d  day  of  January,  1829.    At 
this  sale,  George  Oivhan  became  the  purchaser  of  only  three  of 
ihe  slaves,  viz.,  Frank,  Morris,  and  Venus,  which  be  bid  off  at 
$1,280.    The  master,  in  the  report  which  gives  an  account  of 
the  sales,  states,  ^*  that  upon  investigating  the  account  of  George 
GKvhan,  as  otoe  of  the  executors  of  Job  P.  Givhan,  it  appears 
that  he  has  paid,  on  account  of  the  estate,  part  of  the  demand 
of  F.  &  M.  Hamilton,  $1,500  00 

Other  small  charges,  25  00 

Commissicns  at  2i  pr.  cent.,  88  12 


Making  in  die  aggregate,  $1,568  12 ; 

and  has  received  nothing ;  whereby  the  estate  is  indebted  to 
him  in^  this  amount.    But  as  a  claim  by  him  to  be  paid  out  of 
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the  assets  of  the  estate  in  hand,  to  the  exclusion  of  any  other 
creditors,  would  lead  to  many  intricate  investigations ;  and  as 
there  are  assets  of  this  estate  which  will  probably  be  reooyered, 
the  said  George  is  willing  to  seek  payment  from  them,  leaying 
the  funds  in  hand  to  the  creditors  here*  It  is  therefore  recom- 
mended, that  the  amount  of  $1,568  12  be  decreed  to  be  paid 
him  by  the  estate  of  his  said  testator. '^ 

If  this  report  correctly  sets  forth  the  facts  of  the  case  as  they 
there  existed,  the  oondusion  irresistibly  follows,  that  the  $1500 
receipt  taken  by  George  Givhan  from  the  Hamiltons,  in  part  for 
their  debt  against  the  estate  of  Job  P.  Givhan,  was  not  receiyed 
by  the  commissioner  in  equity  in  payment  of  the  three  shtvea 
above  named,  as  sold  by  him  to  said  George ;  and  further,  that 
the  arrangement  made  with  the  Hamiltons,  at  least  so  far  as  re- 
garded the  $1500  receipt,  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  which 
thereby  became  debtor  to  the  said  George,  for  the  sum  thus 
paid,  or  agreed  to  be  paid^  and  for  which  he  was  then,  as  the 
record  recites,  willing  to  seek  payment  from  the  other  assets  of 
the  estate.  If  we  exclude  from  the  debts  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  seventeen  slaves  this  $1500,  and  allow  the 
remainder  of  the  claim  of  Hamilton  with  the  costs,  which 
amounted  to  $1,525  58,  the  amount  of  said  sale  only  fell  short 
of  paying  the  entire  indebtedness  of  the  estate  proved  before  the 
commissioner,  by  the  sum  of  $194  88*  It  appears,  however, 
by  another  report,  that  the  commissioner  proceeded  on  the  2d 
day  of  February,  1829,  to  sell  nine  other  slaves,  eight  of  which 
were  purchased  by  said  George  Givhan  for  $1,910,  and  one  by 
a  stranger  at  the  price  of  $300 ;  and  here  the  record  closes, 
without  giving  us  any  further  information  as  to  what  disposition 
was  male  of  the  proceeds- 

The  sale  to  the  stranger  for  $800,  was  sufficient  to  have  paid 
the  remainder  of  the  debt,  and  have  left  say  $100  to  meet  the 
costs  of  the  suit.  It  is  manifest,  then,  that  the  eight  slaves 
were  sold  for  the  benefit  of  George  Givhan,  to  pay  him  the  sum 
upon  which  he  had  procured  indulgence  from  the  Hamiltons ; 
for,  as  to  the  demand  insisted  upon  by  H.  T.  Grumpton,  that 
was  rejected  by  the  commissioner,  as  constituting  no  charge 
against  the  estate ;  the  note  upon  which  the  judgment  was  ren- 
dered, having  been  executed  by  Applebly,  and  there  being  no 
proof  that  the  estate  was  in  any  way  bound  for  its  payment. 
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The  question  then  comes  np,  irss  it  competent  for  George 
Oivhttn  to  avaikhimself  of  this  demand,  whioh  he  assomed  to 
pay  to  the  Hamiltons,  to  sell  the  assets  of  the  estate  under  this 
general  order  of  the  Co^t  of  Chancery,  which  was  made  by 
consent,  and  to  acquire  a  good  title  to  the  pn^rty  in  opposition 
to  the  estate  1  It  will  be  remembered,  that  he  paid  no  money 
upon  the  purchase  of  these  eleven  slaves ;  and  the  HamiItons> 
of  whom  he  obtained  an  extension  of  the  time  of  payment, 
expressly  state  that  the  indulgence  was  granted  for  the  benefit 
of  the  estate-  Moses  Hamilton  swears,  that  the  defendant, 
George  Givhan,  told  him,  at  the  time  the  indulgence  was  gran- 
ted, ^*  that  his  motive  was  to  get  time,  in  order  to  work  the 
property  to  the  best  advantage  to  pay  the  debt,  so  as  to  enable 
hinh  to  save  the  property  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate J^  Fred- 
erick  Hamilton,  who  then  resided  in  this  State,  deposes,  that 
said  George  wrote  to  him,  and  stated,  that  if  he  would  consent 
to  the  indulgence,  and  permit  him  to  brbg  the  slaves  into  this 
State,  where  he  could  have  fresh  and  rich  land  to  cultivate,  it 
would  enable  him  to  work  the  slaves  and  pay  this  debt,  without  the 
property  being  sacrifiocil ;  and  that  the  arrangement  was  made 
wholly  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate.  Under  these  cireumstan* 
oes,  we  feel  constrained  to  pronounce  that  the  purchase  at  the 
ecmmissioner's  sale,  did  not  vest  in  the  said  executor  a  title 
which  he  can  successfully  urge  in  opposition  to  the  estate. 

The  general  rule,  applicable  to  all  such  cases,  is,  that  a 
trustee  is  never  permitted  to  make  any  profit  to  himself  in  any 
of  the  concerns  of  his  tsust. — Docker  v.  Somes,  2  Myl.  & 
Keene  664 ;  1  Story's  £q.  §  465.  '^A  trustee,"  says  Judg^ 
Story,  ^*is  bound  not  to  do  anything  which  can  piece  him  in  a 
condition  inconsistent  with  the  interest  of  the  trust,  or  which 
has  a  tendency  to  interfere  with  his  duty  in  discharging  it ;  and 
this  doctrine  applies,  not  only  to  trustees  strictly  so  called,  but 
to  other  persons  standing  in  like  situation,"  &c.  He  also  adds, 
that  executors  or  administrators  will  not  be  permitted,  under 
any  circumstances,  to  derive  a  personal  benefit  from  the  man- 
ner in  which  they  transact  the  business,  or  manage  the  assets 
of  the  estate.— Ji.  ^  822.  The  rule  is  well  settled,  that  an 
administrator,  or  an  executor,  is  not  permitted  to  purchase  up 
the  debts  of  the  deceased  on  bis  own  account;  but  whatever  of 
advantage  is  thus  derived  by  him,  by  purchases  at  an  under 
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valtte,  IB  fiotf  the  common  benefit  of  the  estate.— Ji.  This  rnle 
is  not  fbanded  npon  the  supposition^  that  there  is  always,  in 
ERSch  oases,  something  morally  wrong,  but  upon  tile  policy  of 
the  law,  withholding  inducements  to  peculation  and  fraud — 
thus  shielding  iSbe  party  from  temptation. 

In  Ex  parte  Lacey,  6  Ves.  426,  Lord  Eldon,  speaking  of  the 
pcHTchase  by  an  assignee,  of  the  debts  of  a  bankrupt,  and  of 
his  estate,  says.  ^^In  that  respect,  there  is  no  diffisrenoe 
between  assignees  and  executors,  who  cannot,  for  thm  own 
benefit,  buy  the  debts  of  die  creditors.  I  do  not  say  there 
may  not  be  cases  of  that  kind,  in  whioh,  in  a  moral  view,  die 
transaction  between  the  executor  and  the  creditor  may  not  be 
blameable ;  but  the  court  must  act  upon  general  principles* — 
Unless  the  policy  of  the  law  makes  it  impossible  for  them  to  do 
anything  fi)r  their  own  benefit,  it  is  impossible  to  see  in  what 
eases  the  transaction  is  morally  right.''  In  Ex  parte  James,  8 
Ves.  887,  the  same  learned  Chancellor  said,  ^^  An  executor  can- 
not buy  for  his  own  benefit  debts  due  from  the  testator's  estate. 
Any  stranger  may ;  but  the  executor  is  bound  to  do  his  best  for 
the  estate."  In  Van  Home  v.  Fonda,  5  Jdms.  Gh^  R.  888 
(408),  it  was  held,  that  an  executor  had  no  right  or  power  to 
extinguish  a  mortgage  or  other  debts  for  bis  oifm  benefit,  or  to 
traffic  with  the  estate  for  his  own  emolument :  that  he  cannot  be 
permitted  to  raise  in  himself  an  interest  oppoMte  to  that  of  die 
party  for  whom  he  acts. — See,  also,  Tebbs  v.  Carpenter,  1 
Madd.  Rep.  800;  Forbes  v.  Ross,  2Bro.  Ch.  R.  408. 

So  in  purchases  by  a  trustee,  other  tban  executors  or  admin- 
istrators with  an  interest,  of  the  trust  effects,  it  has  been  serersl 
times  held  by  this  court,  that  the  cestui  que  trust  can  have  the 
sale  set  aside  by  timely  application  to  a  court  of  eqpnty. — Salt- 
mare^  V.  Beene,  4  Port.  288-293;  McKinley  y.  Irvine,  18  Ala« 
681 ;  Cunnin^am  v.  Rodgers,  14  i&.  147 ;  Harrison,  adm'r, 
V.  Mock  et  a/.,  18  t6.  616.  In  Harrison  and  Gardner,  adm'ra^ 
V.  Mock,  10  Ala.  185,  it  was  held^  that  where  a  trustee,  after 
the  acceptance  of  the  trust,  caused  a  sale  of  part  of  the  trust 
property  to  be  made  under  execution  for  his  own  b^efit,  and 
became  himself  the  purchaser,  he  would  be  considered  as  hav- 
ing purchased  in  his  character  of  trustee,  for  the  benefit  of  those 
concerned  in  the  trust. 

Oh  the  otiier  hand,  as  repots  executors  audi  ad 
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M  w«  befiMre  said,  the  doeirine  of  thii  eoart  m  first  aettkd  in 
Bnmnan  v»  OKr«r)  2  Stew.  IL  47,  and  explained  in  Salunursh 
T*  Beene^  4  Porter  2S89  and  aflrmed  in  McLane  t«  Spenee,  6 
Ala.  694)  iS)  that  where  they  have  an  interest  in  the  property 
purchasedy  they  may  oenclade  the  pvrehase  for  their  own  ben«> 
efil ;  provided  there  is  no  nnfiutness,  and  the  property  is  ex- 
posed to  sale  in  the  nsnal  and  ordiaary  mode,  and  under  snefa 
oireaaastaaces  as  will  oovimand  the  best  price.  The  ease  before 
OS  does  not  eeme  within  Ihese  decisions  of  our  court.  Here  the 
properly  was  not  sold  in  the  ordinary  mode :  a  bill  is  filed  fdr 
the  ascertainmoit  and  payment  of  one  debt,  which,  ^  eoffisti/, 
is  invested  with  the  properties  of  a  creditor'a  bill ;  and  the 
assets,  instead  of  being  duly  administered  upon  and  soM  in  the 
ordiaary  mode  finr  the  satisfactioii  of  the  debts,  are  turned  o^^er 
to  the  commisaioner  in  equity,  who  makes  a  fi^ced  sale.  The 
exeontor  avails  himself  of  an  indulgence  or  credit  given  to  the 
estate,  to  become  the  purchaser  of  the  property.  Upon  $1600 
of  that  sum  hn  is  allowed  two  and  a  half  per  cent,  as  escentor 
fior  making  the  payment  for  the  estate,  and  then  a^afls:  Inmself 
of  the  debt,  as  though  no  indulgence  had  beau  given  or  paymen* 
made,  to  purchase  in  the  property,  aa  upon  a  cadi  sale.  To 
hold  that  such  purchase  would  vest  in  bimi  »  title  to  time 
daves,  in  opposition  to  the  estate,  wonlit  be  to  extend  ther  doc^ 
trine  asserted  in  Brannan  v.  Oliver,  and  to  fUtter  away  a  nwct 
salutary  rule,  conceived  in  the  profoundest  wiadmn;  which  is, 
that  the  beneficial  arrangementa  made  by  an  executor  of  an 
estate,  with  the  creditors  thereof,  shall  enure  not  to  him  indivii*. 
ually,  but  to  the  common  benefit  of  the  estate.-«l  Stoiy's  Eq. 
(4  ed.)  ^822,  p.  848,  and  the  aathori^DS  cited  m  note4;  2 
Hen.  &  Munf.  245 ;  1  Dees.  150. 

If,  however,  we  were  mistaken  in  Hie  application  of  tUs  tnle 
of  equity  to  this  case,  we  are,  in  the  second  fdaoe,  Tcry  deariy 
ef  ophMCO,  Aat  there  is  a  strong  prependemnce  of  the  proof 
in  favor  of  the  propositiott  that  these  eiefcn  slaves  were  pnr- 
diased  by  Oeorjp  Oivhan  fbr  the  benefit  of  the  estate.  The 
two  notes  given  by  George  Oivhan  to  the  EbmiHone,  for  the 
$1500,  were  executed  by  him  ae  executor  of  hirfhther's  estatei 
He  was  allowed  oommissions  of  two  and  »  half  per  cent,  upion 
the  same,  as  so  much  paid  by  him  fbr  the  estate.  In  addidon 
to  hie  repeated  deelamtieBBs,  at  variewv  timcsv  tbatrhahad  bU 
88 
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in  the  property  for  the  estate,  and  his  recital  of  the  fact  in  the 
mortgage  given  to  the  Bunk,  he  told  P.  R.  Appleby,  at  the  time 
of  the  sale,  ^'  that  he  was  bidding  in  said  slaves  for  the  benefit 
of  the  estate,  and  that  he  was  to  work  the  property  to  the  best 
advantage,  to  pay  the  debts  and  save  the  property  for  the 
estate.''  This  testimony,  connected  with  the  evidence  of  the 
Hamiltons,  above  alluded  to,  and  the  proof  of  Geo.  Givhan's 
admissions,  made  by  the  witnesses  W.  Givhan,  Wm.  Crenshaw, 
H.  M.  Phillips,  E.  Marven  and  others  ;  as  also  with  the  fact, 
that  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  and  for  several  years  there- 
after, said  George  had  no  property  of  his  own  ;  and  with  the 
farther  fact,  that  the  bills  of  sale  for  the  slaves,  and  the  mort- 
gage given  by  him  to  the  commissioner,  were  not  executed  until 
more  than  a  year  after  the  purchase :  all  these  considerations  im- 
pel us  to  conclude,  that,  whatever  may  have  been  his  intention 
after  he  had  bid  oflf  the  eleven  slaves,  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase he  designed  them,  and  bid  them  off,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
estate  of  which  he  was  the  executor;  and  he  must  be  regarded 
as  holding  them  in  that  capacity,  &nd  liable  to  account  for  them 
as  assets  of  said  estate. 

In  respect  to  the  payment  for  these  slaves,  we  think  the  alle- 
gations of  the  bill  are  unsustained  by  evidence.  The  proof  on 
this  point  is  wholly  insufficient  to  overcome  the  positive  aver- 
ment in  the  defendant's  answer,  in  response  to  the  bill,  that  not 
one  dollar  belonging  to  the  estate  was  used  in  making  the  pay- 
ment ;  and  while  the  defendant  must  be  held  to  account  for  the 
slaves,  and  their  reasonable  hire,  or  the  profits  of  their  labor, 
if  such  can  be  ascertained,  he  is  entitled  to  have  an  account  of 
the  money  he  paid  out  for  the  estate,  which  will  be  allowed  him 
with  interest  from  the  payment  thereof. 

-But  it  is  insisted,  that  this  shows  a  variance  between  the 
ynoi  and  allegations  of  the  bill,  and  that  upon  this  ground  the 
relief  should  be  denied.  We  do  not  think  the  objection  can  be 
sustained.  The  gravamen  of  the  bill  is  for  an  account  against 
the  exeoQtor,  who  is  charged  to  have  in  his  possession,  and  to 
be  liable  for,  certain  assets  belonging  to  the  estate ;  and  these 
eleven  slaves  are  charged  to  constitute  a  portion  of  those  assets. 
The  bill  charges  that  they  were  purchased  with  the  flinds  of  the 
estate.  This,  we  find,  is  not  proved ;  still,  they  are  assets,  and 
the  jitiuHS^B  xig^t  to  haTe  tiie  exeoutor  accoimt  for  them  is 
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sufficiently  made  out;  and  this  is  substantiallj  the  right  claimed 
by  the  bill.  That  the  defendant,  instead  of  the  estate,  paid 
the  demands  under  which,  it  is  alleged,  they  were  sold,  does 
not  show  a  title  to  reUef  variant  from  that  set  up,  but  is  impor- 
tant only  upon  the  accounting,  as  affecting  the  amount  to  le 
recoTered.  That  the  executor  paid  for  the  slaves  with  the 
funds  of  the  estate,  is  only  one  of  several  reasons  assigned  by 
the  bill  why  they  should  be  regarded  as  assets.  The  allegation 
may,  therefore,  well  be  rejected,  and  the  plaintiff's  title  remain 
the  same. — See  Gresley's  Eq.  £v.  170,  et  seq.;  2  Dan.  Gh. 
Pr.  1000-1-2. 

In  respect  of  the  profits  arising  upon  a  sale  of  the  Hayne- 
ville  lots,  and  the  proceeds  or  profits  of  the  land  in  South  Car- 
olina, on  which  was  located  the  ferry,  as  also  the  ten  slaves  pur- 
chased of  Scott,  we  are  distinctly  informed  by  the  record,  that 
at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  in  the  court  below,  the  solicitor  for 
the  complainant  abandoned  all  claim  for  them.  When  an 
admission  is  thus  made,  which  obviates  the  necessity  of  intro- 
ducing proof  in  the  court  below,  to  rebut  the  plaintiff's  claim, 
it  cannot  be  withdrawn  in  this  court,  so  as  to  render  a  decree 
irregular,  made  in  conformity  with  such  admission.  Further, 
^^  if  the  fact  is  admitted  by  the  attorney,  on  the  record,  with 
the  intent  to  obviate  the  necessity  of  proving  it,  he  must  be 
supposed  to  have  authority  for  this  purpose,  and  his  client  will 
be  bound  by  the  admission."— Ores.  Eq.  £v.  89.  But,  laying 
the  admission  of  the  solicitor  out  of  view,  we  agree  with  the 
Chancellor,  in  the  opinion  that  the  complainant  is  not  shown  by 
the  proof  to  be  entitled  to  a  decree  on  account  of  these  items. 
It  is  true,  that  some  declarations  of  the  defendant  are  proved, 
which  tend  to  establish  the  contrary ;  but  they  are  not  suffi- 
cient to  overcome  the  positive  denials  of  the  answer,  which,  in 
respect  to  two  of  the  items,  is  very  fully  sustunedby  the  proof. 
Neither  is  it  satisfactorily  shown  that  the  executor  has  used  the 
funds  of  the  estate  in  the  purchase  of  other  property.  On  the 
contrary,  it  pretty  satisfactorily  appears,  diat  the  purchases 
were  made  with  the  means  and  moneys  of  the  defendant,  arising 
from  the  sale  of  bis  Hayneville  town  lots,  and  other  accruing 
sources  of  income,  which  are  set  forth  in  the  answer. 

The  conclusion  which  results  from  these  inquiries,  is,  that 
the  defendant,  George  Oivhan,  should  be  chargeable  iritb,  and 
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Bboald  acccant  fori  not  only  the  nine  slaves  which  he  brought 
from  the  State  of  South  Carolina^  and  their  iDcrease^  together 
with  the  anDUnl  profiits  arising  from  their  labor,  as  also  for  the 
five  thousand  dollars  for  which  the  lands  belonging  to  the  estate 
situate  in  Lowndes  Oountj  were  sold,  and  the  interest  on  the 
same  (which  is  the  decreo  rendered  by  the  Chancellor) ;  but  he 
should  also  be  decreed  to  account,  as  executor,  for  the  twelve 
slaves  purchased  bj  him  in  South  Carolina,  together  with  their 
increase  and  the  annual  profits  of  their  labor.  These  items 
must  be  regarded  as  composing  the  estate  of  Job  P.  Givhao,  for 
which  the  defendant  as  executor  should  be  held  responsible, 
deducting  the  expenses  of  such  as  could  render  no  service,  and 
crediting  him  for  such  of  them  as  have  died. 

It  remains  to  consider,  what  portion  of  the  complainant's 
share  of  the  estate  she  has  received,  and  what  credits  should  be 
allowed  the  executor  upon  the  accounting.  And,  first,  we  are 
clearly  of  opinion,  thut  he  ought  to  be  allowed  all  reasonable 
charges  for  boarding,  clothing,  and  expenses  incurred  in  edu- 
cating the  complainant ;  and  although  such  expenses  should 
eieceed  the  interest  or  annual  profits  arising  upon  the  complain- 
ant's share,  still,  if  they  were  under  the  circumstances  neces 
sary,  anci  such  as  a  Court  of  Chancery  would  have  decreed, 
ttiey  should  be  allowed.— Clay's  Dig.  268  ;  Stewart,  guardian, 
V.  Lewis,  lis  Ala.  734.  On  tbe  other  hand,  if  the  complainant, 
while  residing  with  the  said  executor,  who  was  also  htr  guar- 
dian, performed  services  for  him,  she  is  entitled  to  set-off  the 
value  of  these  services  against  this  demand  for  board,  &c.,  as 
far  as  it  miy  go. 

In  the  next  place,  we  think  the  executor  should  be  allowed  for 
the  board  of  the  said  complainant  and  her  husband,  and  for  tbe 
keep  of  their  horses,  so  far  as  these  items  are  shown  to  exist  by 
the  proof  and  were  not  intended  as  gratuitous.  We  think  it 
but  a  reasonable  inference  from  their  continuing  to  board  with 
the  defeni'int  after  the  marriage,  as  the  complainant  had  done 
before  (the  defen  lint  having  in  his  han  Is  the  share  of  the  estate  to 
#hich  they  were  entitled),  that  it  was  understood  between  the 
parties  the  price  of  the  board  should  be  charged  to  the  effects  in 
the  han  Is  of  the  executor,  in  the  absence  of  any  agreement  chat 
the  sam3  should  bd  otherwise  settled  ;  and  that  the  disallow- 
ance of  such  item,  now  chat  the  huiband  is  insolvent,  would  bo 
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inequitable  and  unjust.  If,  however,  tte"*  husband  of  the 
complainant  contributed  provisions  and  the  like,  which  were 
consumed  by  the  family,  or  the  wife  rendered  services,  these 
should  be  allowed. 

In  the  third  place,  we  think  the  three  negro  slaves  which 
were  turned  over  by  the  executor  to  the  complainant  and  her 
husband,  should  be  considered  a  payment  to  the  extent  ojt 
their  value  at  the  time  of  the  delivery,  and  allowed  the 
executor  upon  accounting.  It  is  shown  that  they  have  con- 
tinued in  possession  of  complainant  and  her  husband,  dowu 
to  the  time  of  the  exhibition  of  her  bill,  in  the  mean  time» 
the  husband  has  become  insolvent,  and  has  availed  himself  of 
the  benefit  of  the  bankrupt  law.  It  is  not  shown  that  he 
now  asserts  any  claim  to  these  three  slaves,  or  that  his  mar- 
ital rights  have  attached  to  them.  They  may,  then,  be  con* 
sidered  as  subject  to  the  wife's  equity,  as  property  belonging 
to  the  estate,  since  they  are  in  possession  ol  herself  and  bus- 
band,  and  the  latter  assents  by  his  answer  to  the  claim  of 
complainant  to  have  her  share  of  the  estate  settled  upon  her, 
and  no  proposal  is  made  by  either  of  them  to  return  the 
slaves  to  the  estate,  or  to  account  for  their  hire.  .  While  she 
shall  receive,  she  must  do  equity,  and  the ,  elaves  being 
retained  by  her,  she  should  be  charged  with  them. 

With  respect  to  the  indebtedness  of  B.  B.  Montgomery  to 
the  executor,  both  for  the  towE  lot  sold,  and  nioaeys  loaned 
or  paid  out  for  him,  which  dealings  had  no  reference  to  the 
estate  of  the  wife  in  the  hands  of  the  executor,  and  were  not 
designed  to  be  credited  to  that  fund,  we  think  it  very  clear 
from  the  authorities,  that  the  complainant's  right  to  a  settle- 
ment remains  unaffected  by  it.  We  had  occasion  to  examine 
this  question  in  the  case  of  Savage,  adm'r,  v.  Benham,  at  the 
present  term  ;  and  we  there  held,  that  where  the  hus- 
band of  a  legatee  receives  money  from  the  executor, 
not  as  husband  in  payment  of  the  legacy,  but  under  a  con- 
tract to  refund  the  same,  the  wife's  equity  remained  unim- 
paired. With  this  decision  we  are  satisfied ;  and  as  it  is 
decisive  of  this  point,  it  is  needless  to  add  more  upon  it.  If, 
upon  the  accounting,  it  should  turn  out  that  the  portion  of 
the  estate  which  belongs  to  the  wife,  to-wit :  one  eighth, 
should  be  more  than  adequate  to  the  decent  support  of  her- 
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self  and  children,  and  Robert  B.  Montgomery  should  be 
indebted  to  the  executor  after  balancing  the  accounts  between 
them,  the  executor  should  be  allowed  to  retain  the  balance 
due  him,  after  making  a  suitable  settlement  upon  the  wife. 

That  the  executor  has  made  a  settlement  with  another  of 
the  legatees,  by  which  the  latter  may  have  recovered  and 
received  less  than  was  actually  due,  does  not  entitle  the 
complainant  to  receive  more  than  her  appropriate  share. — 
She  is  entitled  to  her  share  as  though  no  settlement  had  been 
made  with  any  of  the  others.  If  too  little  has  been  paid,  it 
is  the  moral  duty  of  the  executor  to  pay  the  remainder,  if  it 
cannot  be  enforced  by  judicial  interposition ;  and  for  aught 
that  this  court  can  know,  the  proceedings  determining  the 
amount  of  the  executor's  liability  may  yet  be  opened,  and 
the  proper  amount  decreed.  Be  this  as  it  may,  we  do  not 
feel  justified  in  taking  the  shiare  properly  belonging  to  one 
distributee  and  conferring  it  upon  another. 

It  results  from  the  views  which  we  have  taken,  that  the 
Chancellor  both  mistook  the  facts  and  misconceived  the  law 
in  his  decree.  It  must  consequently  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  must  be  remanded,  that  the  matters  of  account,  Ac, 
may  be  referred,  and  a  final  decree  rendered  in  conformity 
with  the  priciples  above  laid  down. 

Note  by  the  Bepobter. — ^This  opinion  was  pronounced 
at  the  November  term,  1849,  but  has  never  been  reported. 
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STE(N  v9.   THE   MAYOR,  ALDERMEN,  &c.,  OF 
MOBILE. 

1.  The  contract  between  the  corporate  aathorities  of  Mobile  and  Albert  Stein, 
by  which  the  latter  became  the  leasee  and  proprietor  of  the  City  Water 
Works  for  the  term  of  twenty  years,  does  not  exempt  his  interest  in  said 
witter  works  from  taxation  by  the  city,  inasmnch  as  the  contract  contains  no 
stipulation  for  such  exemption.  (Be-«ISnning  Stein  v.  The  Mayor  Ac.  of 
Mobile,  17  Ala.  234.) 

2.  The  only  legitimate  object  of  taxation  is,  the  support  and  maintenance  of 
the  goremment ;  but  this  does  not  mean  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  mere 
madunery  neoeanrily  employed  in  Its  administntfon  and  conduct :  tbe^ 
power  extends  to  the  employment  of  all  those  means  and  appliances  wkkh 
are  ordinarily  adopted,  or  which  may  be  calculated,  to  develop  the  resources 
of  the  State,  and  add  to  the  aggregate  wealth  and  prosperity  of  her  citizens ; 
enoh,  for  example,  as  providing  outlets  for  commerce,  opening  up  channels 
of  interoommnnication  between  different  parts  of  the  State,  improving  ih» 
social,  moral  and  physical  condition  of  her  people  by  wholesomo  police  reg« 
ulationsy  and  by  a  judicious  system  of  public  instruction,  as  also  for  the 
protection,  security  and  perpetuity  of  her  government  and  institutions. 

3.  The  power  to  levy  a  tax  for  local  purposes  may  be  delegated  by  the  Legis- 
lature to  a  municipal  corporation ;  it  is  no  objection  to  an  act  delegating 
Boch  power,  that  it  requires  the  assent  of  three-fifths  of  the  tax-payers  to  be 
obtained  before  the  tax  is  levied ;  and  the  finct  that  the  railroad,  to  aid  in 
the  construction  of  which  the  tax  is  imposed,  extends  beyond  the  limits  of  the 
cHy,  or  even  of  the  State,  does  not  render  it  less  local,  or  In  any  way  affect 
the  validity  of  the  statute  or  of  the  tax. 

4.  The  acts  of  January  6,  1650,  and  December  20, 1861,  authoring  the  cor- 
porate authorities  of  the  City  of  Mobile  to  levy  a  tax  on  the  owners  of  real 
estate  within  the  limits  of  the  city,  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Mobile 
and  Ohio  Ridlroad,  are  not  onconstitntional. 
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6.  The  City  Water  Worka  of  Mobde  are  taxable  as  real  estate  by  the  corporate 
authorities  of  the  city  ;  and  a  lesMe  who  holds  under  a  contract  with  the 
corporation,  by  which  he  aeqaires  aU  their  corporate  rights  and  privileges  in 
the  water  worlcs  for  the  term  of  twenty  yean,  and  in  perpetiuty  if  not  then 
redeemed  by  the  city,  is  liable  for  the  tax  asseased  against  said  water  works. 

Appeal  from  the  City  Coart  of  Mobile. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Alex.  McKinstry. 

This  case  was  sobmitted  to  the  decision  of  the  Hon.  Alex. 
McKinstry,  upon  the  following  agreed  statement  of  facts  : 

^*  The  mayor,  aldermen  and  common  council  of  the  City  of 
Mobile,  being  entitled  to  certain  water  privileges,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  citizens  of  Mobile,  in  the  waters  of  Three  Mile  Creek, 
under  the  act  of  December  20th,  1820,  and  other  acts  subse- 
quently passed  on  the  same  subject,  on  the  26th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1840,  granted  or  leased  to  said  A  Ibert  Stein  the  sole  right 
to  supply  the  said  city  with  water ;  which  contract  and  agree- 
ment is  hereto  attached,  as  a  part  of  this  case.  In  accordance 
with  this  contract,  the  said  Stein  erected  the  works  now  known 
as  the  Mobile  Water  Works.  These  works  are  composed  ms 
follows :  The  water  is  introduced  into  two  reservoirs  on  the 
banks  of  the  Three  Mile  Creek,  from  a  point  on  said  creek  ; 
said  reservoirs  being  outside  of  the  city  limits.  The  water  is 
then  brought  into  the  city,  by  means  of  cast-iron  pipes,  of  abo«t 
eight  inches  bore,  passiog  along  Spring  Hill  road,  to  a  reaervoir 
within  the  city,  about  two  miles  trom  Mobile  River ;  this  latter 
reservoir  is  located  on  a  lot  belonging  to  said  Stein.  By  means 
of  said  iron  pipes,  which  are  buried  three  or  (fuur  7)  feet  under 
ground,  the  water  is  conducted  into  the  city,  and  alonfl^  the 
streets ;  and  by  means  of  small  lead  pipes  the  water  is  carried, 
from  the  main  pipes  under  ground,  into  the  houses  and  lots  of 
the  citizens,  who  pay  to  the  said  Stein  stipulated  prioea  therefor 
annually. 

''  The  Legisiature  of  Alabama  passed  an  act,  approved  the 
20tli  December,  1851,  entitled  ^^  an  act  to  authorize  the  cor- 
porate .  authorities  of  the  City  of  Mobile  to  levy  a  special  tax, 
for  the  purpose  of  aiding  the  Mobile  and  Ohio  Railroad ;  whtoli 
aet,  and  the  act  to  which  it  refers,  passed  on  the  5^  January, 
1850,  are  made  parts  of  this  agreement.  Under  and  by  virtue 
of  this  act,  an  election  was  held  acperdi^g  to  the  previsieM 
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thereof,  at  wbieb  the  real  estate  owners,  who  had  paid  on  their 
atock  over  twenty  per  cent.,  voted,  with  others,  in  favor  of  said 
taxation ;  but  said  Stein  did  not  vote  at  said  election,  and  has 
by  no  act  sanetioned  the  law  authoriaing  said  taxation.  At 
aaid  election,  a  large  majority  was  foand  to  be  in  favor  of  said 
law ;  and  the  same  went  into  effect  according  to  its  provisions^ 
under  and  by  authority  of  which  a  tax  of  two  per  cent,  baa 
been  levied  on  said  water  works ;  valuing  the  same  at  $75,000, 
and  making  a  tax  of  $1600,  which  they  claim  and  are  enforcing 
by  the  proceedings  directed  by  said  act. 

^*  It  is  agreed,  also,  that  all  ordinances  of  the  City  of  Mobile, 
and  all  existing  acta  of  the  Legislature,  touching  the  said  water 
^orks,  may  be  considered  in  evidence,  and  before  the  court,  ond 
may  be  referred  to,  as  a  part  of  the  record,  by  either  party, 
before  this  court  or  the  Supreme  Court. 

^^The  questions  for  the  court  aro:  1st,  whether  said  tax  law 
la  constitutional,  and  can  be  enforced ;  2n(l,  wliether  said  water 
works  come  wit)  in  the  act,  and  are  taxable  under  it ;  and,  8rd, 
if  so,  whether  Stein,  the  present  proprietor  or  lessee,  is  liable 
for  aatd  tax." 

The  contract  under  which  Stein  became  the  lessee  of  the 
City  Water  Works,  above  referred  to  as  being  ^*  hereto  attached 
aa  a  part  of  this  case,"  nowhere  appears  in  the  record,  bat  it 
18  substantially  stated  in  the  report  of  the  case  of  Stoin  v.  The 
Mayor  &.c.  of  Mobile,  17  Ala.  284. 

His  Honor,  Judge  McKinstry,  held,  ^^  that  the  said  acts  of 
the  Li^gtslature,  ab(*ve  referred  to,  are  constitutional,  and  may 
be  enforced  ;  that  said  water  works  come  within  the  provisions 
of  the  act,  and  are  taxable  under  it;  and  that  Stein,  being  the 
owner  of  the  land,  and  of  the  pipes  and  privileges  attached  to 
said  hind,  and  in  possession  thereof,  is  liablo  to  pay  said  tax ;'' 
and  judgment  was  accordingly  rendered  against  Stein,  as  on  a 
speeial  verdict,  for  the  amount  of  the  tax  assessed  against  said 
water  works.    This  judgment  is  now  aasigned  for  error* 

F.  S.  Blount  and  Johk  T.  Taylor,  for  appellant : 

The  queations  arising   upon    this  record  are  three:  1st* 

Whether  the  third  and  subsequent  sections  of  the  act  of  the 

Legislature  to  amend  and  explain  ^^  an  act  to  incorporate  the 

Mobile  and  Ohio  Aailroad  CompMiyi"  approved  6tb  Juaaiyi 
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1850)  and  ^^  an  act  to  authorize  the  corporate  authorities  of  the 
City  of  Mobile  to  levy  a  special  tax,"  are  constitutional  and  can 
be  enforced ;  2nd.  Whether  the  Water  Works  described  in  the 
record  come  within  the  act,  and  are  taxable  under  it ;  and  8d. 
Whether  the  plaintiff  in  error,  the  present  lessee,  is  liable  to 
pay  the  same. 

It  is  conceded  that  the  power  of  taxation  is  inherent  in  every 
flOTcreignty,  and  extends  not  only  to  the  people  and  proper^ 
of  a  State,  but  it  may  be  exercised  upon  every  object  brought 
within  its  jurisdiction.  While  this  admits  of  no  doubt,  there 
are  certain  restrictions  imposed  upon  the  taxing  power  in  its 
application  to  the  purposes  for  which  taxes  are  imposed,  as 
well  as  upon  the  manner  in  which  they  are  levied.  The  chief  and 
only  legitimate  object  of  taxation,  according  to  the  theory  of  onr 
republican  institutions,  is  for  the  purpose  of  raising  revenue  for 
the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  Government.  Where  all 
the  members  of  a  political  confederacy  are  equally  entitled  to 
the  benefits,  which  the  proper  administration  of  the  Oovem- 
ment  confers  upon  all  alike,  so  all  are  equally  liable  to  tbo 
support  of  the  Government.  Not  indeed  in  the  same  amount 
to  be  contributed  by  each  one,  but  in  proportion  to  their  owner- 
ship of  those  articles  of  property  which  are  declared  to  be  the 
subjects  of  the  taxing  power  ^constitutionally  exercised.  If 
taxation  is  then  restricted  to  raising  the  necessary  revenue  for 
the  support  of  the  Government,  it  must  necessarily  follow,  that 
when  taxes  are  imposed  for  other  purposes  than  those  strictly 
applicable  to  the  use  of  the  State  as  a  sovereignty,  and  to  be 
disbursed  by  the  State  for  the  equal  benefit  of  all  its  citizens, 
such  taxation  is  an  unwarrantable  and  unconstitutional  assump- 
tion of  power,  not  conferred  upon  the  Legislature,  and  in  its 
tendencies  destructive  of  the  privileges  and  rights  of  its  citizens. 

The  first  proposition  in  the  series  presented  questions  the 
constitutionality  of  the  acts  of  the  Legislature  therein  men- 
tioned, and  denies  its  right  to  levy  the  taxes  for  the  benefit  of 
the  corporation  therein  named,  and  in  the  manner  and  upon  the 
property  therein  set  forth.  It  is  insisted :  Ist.  That  this  is 
investing  in  a  few  private  citizens  separate  and  exclusive  priv- 
ileges, in  violation  of  the  first  section  of  the  first  article  of  the 
Constitution ;  2d.  That  it  is  a  delegation  of  State  sovereignty 
to  a  private  corporatioui  in  derogation  of  the  equal  rights  of 
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every  other  citizen  of  the  State  to  share  therein ;  8d.  That 
said  laws  are  partial  in  their  operation,  being  confined  to  the 
City  of  Mobile ;  4th.  That  they  are  unequal  in  their  application, 
being  restricted  solely  to  the  real  estate  owners  in  the  city  of 
Mobile ;  5th.  That  they  are  unjust,  arbitrary  and  oppressive  in 
these  particulars  :  Ist.  That  the  owners  of  real  estate  in  the 
City  of  Mobile  are  taxed  2  per  cent,  per  annum,  for  five  years, 
upon  the  value  of  their  real  estate,  without  any  just  benefit  or 
equivalent  therefor;  2d.  That  the  personal  estate  of  the 
citizens  of  Mobile  is  exempt  from  taxation  by  these  acts,  and 
that  there  is  no  good  reason  shown  for  said  exemption ;  8d. 
That  the  real  estate  of  the  stockholders  in  said  Mobile  and 
Ohio  Railroad  Company  is  exempted  from  this  taxation  in  this  : 
that  those  who  have  personally  subscribed  to  the  stock  of  the 
said  company,  shall,  for  all  sums  paid  on  said  stock  over  and 
above  20  per  cent.,  be  allowed  to  deduct  the  same  from  the  tax 
collectable  under  this  act;  4th.  That  that  portion  of  said 
stockholders  residing  in  the  City  of  Mobile,  voted  to  tax  the 
property  of  the  real  estate  owners  for  their  personal  benefit  and 
emolument ;  the  tax  so  raided  going  towards  the  building  of 
said  road,  which,  when  built,  or  as  far  as  built,  is  the  private 
property  of  said  stockholders ;  5th.  That  the  tax  so  raised  is 
not  appropriated  to  any  public  use,  but  takes  from  one  citizen 
his  property  and  vests  it  in  another  without  any  consideration, 
and  in  this  case,  against  his  own  consent ;  6th.  That  the  pro- 
vision of  the  law  authorizing  the  tax  payer  to  receive  s<»'ipt  in 
the  stock  of  the  company,  makes  the  tax  a  forced  loan  without 
corresponding  value  received,  as  the  stock  of  the  company  is 
worth  only  60  to  70  cents  in  the  dollar,  and  the  tax  payer  is 
compelled  to  pay  cent  per  cent ;  7  th.  That  by  the  operation  of 
this  law,  the  citizens  of  Mobile,  owning  real  estate,  are  taxed 
for  the  benefit  of  the  citizens  of  Mississippi,  Tennessee,  and 
Kentucky,  owning  stock  in  the  railroad,  and  to  build  a  road 
three-fourths  of  which  is  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  of 
Alabama. 

It  will  hardly  be  contended,  that  the  Mobile  and  Ohio  Bail- 
road  Company  is  not  a  private  corporation,  c<Anposed  of  private 
individuals,  who,  to  promote  private  fortunes,  and  to  reap  the 
advantages  of  private  enterprise,  have  associated  themselves 
together*    The  fact  thM  the  Legislature  has  clothed  them  with 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


5^  ALABAMA. 


Btoin  t.  The  Afayor,  AMermtti,  &o.,  of  Molitle. 


corporate  powers  to  build  a  road,  invests  them  with  no  btber 
jh'^rogative  than  would  belong  to  an  individual  citizen  embarking 
in  the  same  enterprize.  '^  A  corporation  is  an  artificial  being, 
invisible,  intangible,  and  existing  only  in  contemplation  of  laiw. 
Being  the  mere  creature  of  law,  it  possesses  onlj  those  proper- 
ties which  the  charter  of  itfi  creation  confers  upon  it,  either 
expressly  or  as  incidental  to  its  very  existence.  These  are 
such  as  are  supposed  best  calculated  to  effect  the  object  for 
which  it  was  created.  Among  the  most  important  are  immor- 
tality, and,  if  the  expression  may  be  allowed,  individuality — 
properties  by  which  a  perpetual  succession  of  many  pi  rsons  are 
considered  the  same,  and  may  act  as  a  single  individual.  They 
enable  a  corporation  to  manage  its  own  affairs,  and  to  hold  prop- 
erty without  the  perplexing  intricacies,  the  hazardous  and 
endtess  necessity  of  perpetual  conveyances,  for  the  purpose  of 
transmitting  it  from  hand  to  hand.  It  is  chiefly  for  the  purpof^e 
of  clothing  bodies  of  men  in  succession  with  these  qualities  and 
capacities,  that  corporations  were  invented  and  are  in  use.  By 
these  means  a  perpetual  succession  of  individuals  are  capable  of 
acting  for  the  promotion  of  the  particular  object,  like  one 
immortal  being.  But  this  being  does  not  share  in  the  civil 
government  of  the  country,  unless  that  be  the  purpose  for 
whicli  it  was  created.  Its  immortality  no  more  confers  upon  it 
political  power  or  political  character,  than  immortality  would 
confer  such  power  or  character  on  a  natural  person.  It  is  no 
more  a  State  instruihent,  than  a  natural  person  jxercising  the 
same  powers  w(>n)d  be."-^Djirtmbutli  CoIIe^  v.  Woodward, 
4  Whei^ton's  R.  6S6. 

Can  tKs  corporation,  then,  which  is  purely  private,  be  clothed 
with  the  pdwer  belonging  to  the  Legislature  to  levy  and  collect 
taxes,  or  rather  to  have  taxes  levied  and  collected  for  its 
benefit.  Shall  it  be  private  in  its  ownership,  in  its  direction,  in 
its  interests ;  public  in  its  rights  and  privileges— a  private  spec- 
ulation, an  investment  of  moneys  belonging  to  private  persons, 
yet  clothed  with  the  sovereign  power  of  having  taxes  levied  for 
ittf  purposes,  and  their  application  uncontrolled.  Are  the  rights 
of  the  citizens  of  Mobile  to  their  real  estate  inferior  and  subor* 
dinate  to  the  right  of  this  corporation  to  exact  from  them  a  per 
cenlaite  on  its  value  for  fiire  years.  If  so,  the  creiiture  of  the 
Isw  is  beyond  the  eonstitireion;  theprivHeges  granted  to  it  by 
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the  LegUlature  are  aboTe  the  inbibitione  of  the  foDdaineiiUl 
lawy  from  which  the  L^ifiatpre  iCaelf  d^iTea  Us  power ;  and 
we  have,  if  this  right  is  to  be  sustained  by  the  jadgmest  of  this 
court,  a  clear  illostratioD  of  lesgislative  usorpation  a&cting  the 
dearc^  rights  of  tb^  citii^,  and,  in  its  resuItSy  rerolationiiing 
the  go?enunf»nt.  The  etssence  of  all  political  power  is  from  the 
people,  beowsoj  as  ^  every  political  right  they  are  sovereign. 
Id  forming  the  Government  of  the  State  of  Alabama,  there  are 
certain  rights  ommer^ted  in  the  CnistitBtion,  which  are 
excepted  out  of  th^  powers  granted  by  that  instrament.  It  is 
expressly  declf  red  that  this  ^nnmeration  of  certain  rights  shall 
net  be  constmed  tp  den^  or  disparage  others  retained  by  the 
people ;  and  all  laws  contrary  to  the  enumerated  or  retained 
powers  shall  repuMo  void. — Art.  1,  ^  80. 

There  is  but  ^  suigle  section  in  the  Coostitntion  in  relation  to 
taxation,  and  it  is  in  the  following  words :  ^^  All  lands  liable  to 
tMAtion  in  this  State  shall  be  taxed  in  proportion  to  their  value.^' 
-r8th  Section,  VI  Article.  Whence,  dien.  is  the  power  of 
levying  taj^es  derived  by  the  Legislature  1  Certainly  from  the 
sovereignty  of  the  political  body  or  people.  But  the  Legisla^ 
ture  is  not  a  soveriguty.  It  is  the  mere  authorised  agent  of  the 
constitution  or  organic  law,  and  is  limited,  restricted  and  con- 
trolled by  the  words  and  terms  of  the  instrument  by  which  itself 
is  created.  The  power  to  levy  taxes  for  the  support  of  the 
Government  is  an  implied  one  under  our  constitution,  and  can- 
not be  extended  bey*>nd  the  means  necessary  to  the  end.  Were 
this  not  so,  the  power  of  taxation  which  the  Legislature  could 
exercise,  would  be  boundless  and  unrestricted,  confined  to  no 
object,  limited  by  no  end«  It  cannot  be  seriously  contended, 
that  there  U  no  check  to  the  exercise,  either  arbitrarily  or  in- 
considerately, of  this  power  by  the  Legislature,  which,  of  all 
the  other  powers  of  government,  has  been  most  jealously  guar* 
ded  and  restrained,  both  in  England  and  this  country,  from  the 
time  of  Msgna  Chsrta  to  the  present  hour.  And  it  may  be 
said  to  have  been  the  fruitful  mother  of  revolutions^  each  one 
nobly  and  successfully  assertii^  the  liberties  of  the  subject  and 
citizen.  In  England,  during  the  reign  of  Charles  I,  the  right  to 
levy  ship  money  was  introduced  in  the  year  1684.  ^^  The  first 
writs  of  this  kind  had  been  directed  to  sea  port  towns  only;  bat 
sbijk  moi^y  ifM  s^t^t^is  time  hfmi  on  the  whde  kingdom,  and 
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eanh  county  was  rated  at  a  particular  sum  which  was  after- 
wards assessed  upon  individuals.  The  amount  of  the  whole  tax 
was  very  moderate,  little  exceeding  two  hundred  thousand 
pounds.  It  was  levied  upon  the  people  with  equality.  The 
money  was  expended  upon  the  navy,  to  the  great  honor  and 
advantage  of  the  Kingdom :  as  England  had  no  military  force, 
while  all  the  other  powers  of  Europe  were  strongly  armed,  a 
fleet  seemed  absolutely  necessary  for  her  security,  and  it  was 
obvious  that  a  navy  must  be  built  and  equipped  at  leisure 
during  peace ;  nor  could  it  possibly  be  fitted  out  on  a  sudden 
emergence  when  the  dangers  became  urgent;  yet  all  these 
considerations  could  not  reconcile  the  people  to  the  imposition. 
It  was  entirely  arbitrary.  By  the  same  right  any  other  tax 
might  be  imposed ;  and  men  thought  a  powerful  fleet,  though 
both  very  desirable  for  the  credit  and  safety  of  the  Kingdom, 
but  an  unequal  recompense  for  their  liberties,  which  they 
apprehended  were  thus  sacrificed  in  obtaining  it." — Hume's 
-History  of  England,  5th  vol.,  p.  79.  The  Great  Charter 
exacted  by  the  Barons  from  King  John  at  Runnymede  on  the 
15th  June,  1215,  embodies  the  great  principles  of  English 
liberty-  In  the  language  of  an  eloquent  writer,  "  to  have  pro- 
daced  it,  to  have  preserved  it,  to  have  matured  it,  constituted 
the  immortal  claim  of  England  on  the  esteem  of  mankind."  In 
declaring  that  '^  no  scutage  or  aid,  except  in  the  three  general 
feudal  cases,  the  King's  captivity,  the  knighting  of  his  eldest 
son,  and  the  marrying  of  his  eldest  daughter,  shall  be  imposed, 
but  by  the  great  council  of  the  kingdom,"  the  principle 
is  broadly  stated,  so  resolutely  defended  by  every  Eng- 
lishman, that  the  consent  of  the  community  is  essential  to 
just  taxation.  With  us,  that  consent  can  be  expressed  in  only 
one  way,  and  that  is  in  the  words  of  the  constitution.  And  the 
same  spirit  which  induced  the  illustrious  Hampden  to  oppose 
this  tax,  to  brave  the  whole  power  of  the  court,  and  to  sacrifice 
his  fortunes  to  the  defence  of  the  liberties  of  the  people  of  Eng- 
land, animated  our  revolutionary  fathers  in  their  stern  opposi- 
tion to  the  tea  duties  and  stamp  act.  In  this  case,  while  the 
plaintiff  in  error  admits  the  legislative  right  to  levy  taxes,  he  in- 
sists that  there  is  a  constitutional  limit  to  the  right;  and  that  the 
Legislature,  in  authorising  the  mayor  and  aldermen  and  com- 
mm  council  of  the  Oity  of  Mobile  to  levy  taxes  on  the  citiiens 
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of  Mobile,  which  wore  to  be  paid  over  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
Mobile  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company,  usurped  a  power  they  did 
not  possess  under  the  constitution,  and  granted  to  the  set  of 
men  composing  that  company  exclusive  privileges,  not  in  con- 
sideration of  public  services,  and  in  derogation  of  the  equal 
rights  of  the  citizens  of  the  State  of  Alabama. 

It  may  be  argued,  that  the  consideration  for  the  right  of  tax- 
ation was  the  benefit  which  would  accrue  to  the  City  of  Mobile 
in  the  increased  value  of  her  real  estate,  the  great  population 
which  would  inhabit  within  her  limits,  and  her  increase  in  busi- 
ness  and  wealth.  To  this  it  may  be  answered,  that  the  same 
argument  applies  with  equal  or  greater  force  to  the  owners  and 
proprietors  of  the  steamboats  navigating  our  waters,  and  bring- 
ing the  great  staple  of  the  South  to  our  market ;  yet  who 
would  be  wild  and  visionary  enough  to  assert  that  the  Legisla- 
ture had  the  power  to  tax  any  interest  in  our  city  for  the  h^ne- 
fit  of  the  owners  of  steamboats,  compelling  the  proprietors  of 
such  interests  to  take  stock  in  steamboat  companies,  and 
authorizing  a  sale  of  their  property  if  such  tax  were  not  paid. 
Can  anything  be  conceived  more  arbitrary,  tyrannical  and  un- 
just 1  and  yet,  no  one  can  point  out  the  difierence  between  the 
two  cases ;  both  common  carriers ;  both  receiving  toll  or  com- 
pensation for  transporting  passengers  and  goods ;  both  private 
property,  owned  by  private  individuals ;  and  both,  so  far  as  a 
public  benefit  is  concerned,  upon  a  perfect  equality.  The  dif- 
ference in  favor  of  the  steamboats  is,  that  they  navigate  wholly 
within  the  State,  are  owned  within  the  State,  and  their  dis- 
bursements  are  wholly  vnthin  the  State ;  thus  adding  capital, 
encouraging  labor,  and  performing,  as  efiectually  as  raikoads, 
their  engagements  to  the  public.  Why  are  they  not  equally 
entitled  to  be  the  recipients  of  legislative  munificence  with  the 
Mobile  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company,  and  have  a  tax  imposed 
upon  the  personal  estate  of  the  City  of  Mobile,  as  a  set  of  men 
entitled  to  exclusive  privileges,  in  consideration  of  public  ser- 
vices ? 

But  it  may  be  said,  that  this  is  a  tax  levied  by  the  corporate 
authorities  of  the  City  of  Mobile,  with  the  consent  of  three- 
fifths  of  the  tax  payers  of  the  city  who  own  real  estate  liable  to 
taxation.  Without  stopping  to  examine  the  right  of  a  guardian 
to  bind  hia  WMrd,  by  voting  for  this  tax,  or  the  tenwt  to  biad 
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bU  lessor,  as  anthorised  by  th«  act  of  1861-%  il  may  be  re- 
plied, that  the  Oily  of  Mobile  is  a  uuiiicipai  corporation,  aetbg 
under  the  authority  of  a  oharter^tbat  whenerer  any  proTisioii 
of  that  charter  contravenes  the  rights  of  sovereigD^  of  tlie 
State  or  its  cititens,  it  is  absolutely  void,  and  the  fact  that  it 
was  granted  by  the  Legislature  gives  it  ae  ether  or  greater 
efficiency  than  it  would  have  without  su^^  grant.  It  will  hardly 
be  contended  that  the  object  of  a  municipal  incorporatiea  is  te 
erect  stock  banks  or  trading  institutions,  or  if  put  in  operation 
by  private  means  and  owned  by  private  citieens,  to  compel  her 
citizens  to  contribute,  by  taxes,  to  swell  the  capital  and  extend 
the  stock  list  of  such  an  establishment.  And  yet,  this  i#  a 
public  benefit  to  the  mercantile  interests  of  a  city,  and  a*  in- 
dispensable agent  in  mercantile  transactions  ;  yet  who  worid 
defend  so  odious  a  scheme,  as  a  compulsory  measure,  within  the 
power  of  the  Legislature,  to  interfere  with  the  private  pursuits 
of  the  citisen,  by  compelling  him  to  embark  his  property,  against 
his  will,  in  the  business  of  stock  banking  ?  *^  For  impoeing 
taxes  upon  us  without  our  consent,"  was  one  of  the  charges 
contained  in  the  Declaration  of  Independence  against  Oeorgb 
111$  and  it  makefr  but  little  di&rence  with  the  princ^Ie, 
whether  the  tax  goes  into  the  treasury  of  a  tyrant,  or  into  Ifbe 
coffers  of  a  corporation,  sovereign  and  despotie  in  tfhe  usurped 
power  of  taxing  the  citizen. 

But,  it  may  be  said  that  the  tax  is  returned  to  the  payer  in 
the  stock  of  the  company;  and  what  does  this  prove  1  Simply, 
then,  that  it  is  a  forced  loan  !  What  if  the  speculation  fiiH 
through  ?  For  many  causes  combine  to  defeat  it.  Why,  then, 
the  tax  payer  loses  his  money,  and  is  consoled  by  the  reftMStion 
that,  by  unwise  and  unconstitutional  legislation,  he  has  been 
deprived  of  bis  property,  embarked  against  his  wishee  and  his 
judgment,  in  visionary  speculation. 

It  will,  doubtless,  be  argued  that  the  clause  of  the  constitfr- 
tion  which  we  have  been  consideiing.  (§  1,  Art.  I,)  has  noapplii- 
cation  to  this  case,  because  the  right  or  power  of  taxation  is 
not  granted  to  the  railroad  corporation,  but  to  the  corporate 
authorities  of  the  City  of  Mobile,  and  thus  the  objection  is 
eluded — doubtless  perceived  by  the  friends  of  the  railroad 
before  the  measure  was  perfected.  '^  Whatever  is  done  in  fraud 
of  the  law,  ie  done  in  violation  ^  bw,''  m  a  eound  legal 
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im  ;  and  whatever  is  done  in  fraud  of  the  constitutional  rights 
of  the  citizen,  is  done  in  violation  of  them  and  of  good  govern- 
ment. The  Railroad  Company  is  made  the  recipient  of  the 
moneys  collected  under  the  law ;  the  acts  for  its  benefit  contab 
the  power,  vested  in  the  corporate  authorities  of  the  City  of 
Mobile,  to  levy  the  tax ;  and  as  it  was  not  one  of  the  objects  of 
the  creation  of  the  city  government  of  Mobile  to  build  rajl- 
roads,  and  did  not  enter  into  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  in 
granting  its  charter  to  vest  it  with  any  such  power  ;  and  as  it 
has  no  power,  either  under  its  charter,  or  by  virtue  of  the  law 
under  which  the  tax  is  collected,  of  receiving,  controlling,  or  in 
any  manner  directing  or  disposing  of  the  fund,  it  is  very  evi- 
dent that  it  acted  merely  as  the  agent  of  the  legislative  will. 

Will  hyper^criticism  suggest,  that  the  clause  of  the  consti- 
tution which  has  been  considered  (1st  section  and  1st  article) 
has  no  application  to  a  case  of  this  character,  but  must  be  con- 
fined to  that  class  of  cases  where  the  privilege  or  emolument  is 
pergonal  and  individual,  and  embraces  no  questions  of  property? 
If  so,  what  is  the  definition  of  privilege?  "  A  particular  and 
peculiar  benefit  and  advantage,  enjoyed  by  a  person,  company 
or  society,  beyond  the  common  advantages  of  other  citizens.^' — 
Webster's  Diet.,  "  Privilege."  It  would  be  a  difficult  matter 
to  imagine  a  more  peculiar  benefit  enjoyed  by  a  company  beyond 
the  common  advantages  of  other  citizens,  than  the  right  or 
benefit  of  having  private  property,  taxed  and  the  money  paid 
over  to  the  company. 

This  case  has  been  considered  with  reference  to  the  consti- 
tutional powers  of  the  State  of  Alabama  to  pass  the  acts  in 
question,  and  the  right  is  denied,  because  it  is  contended  that 
without  constitutional  sanction  it  would  be  usurpation  in  the 
Legislature,  and  a  violation  of  the  sovereignty  of  the  citizens  of 
any  particular  section  of  the  State,  and  of  all  the  citizens  of 
the  State,  which  it  is  insisted  is  indestructible,  inherent  in  them 
as  citizens,  and  which  cannot  be  divested  out  of  them,  unless  by 
the  acts  of  a  convention  to  form  a  constitution,  and  the  express 
graat  of  the  power  in  question. 

It  is  true  that  decisions  in  other  States  may  be  found,  where 
cognate  questions  have  been  decided  in  favor  of  the  power  con- 
tended for.    Yet  in  all  or  most  of  the  States  where  these  decis- 
ions have  been  made,  they  have  been  attempted  to  be  sustained 
89 
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upon  the  grant  of  some  express  or  implied  power  contained  in 
the  State  constitution.  Yet  they  all  present  the  fact  that  the 
same  objections  have  been  urged,  and  with  a  directness  of  ap- 
plication, a  power  of  analysis,  and  a  cogency  of  argument  that 
was  unanswerable.  The  case  of  The  Police  Jury  of  the  Right 
Bank,  &c.,  v.  The  Succession  of  John  McDonough,  was  decided 
at  the  June  term,  1858,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of 
Louisiana.  Upon  an  examination  of  this  case,  it  will  be  found 
that  the  constitution  of  Louisiana  expressly  provides  for  aid  to 
railroad  and  other  improvements  within  the  State*  And  allu- 
ding to  the  fact,  C  J.  Slidell,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  holds  the  following  language .  ^^  The  constitution  of 
1852  was  not  in  existence  when  the  act  of  March,  1852,  was 
passed.  That  act  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  letter  nor  the 
spirit  of  the  constitution  of  1852,  and  consequently  remained 
in  force  after  its  adoption  under  the  conservative  effect  of  the 
article  148.  It  is  inadmissible  to  suppose  that  the  convention 
which  assembled  after  the  passage  of  that  law,  and  done  its 
labors  on  the  81st  July,  1852,  was  ignorant  of  its  provision* 
One  of  the  reasons  why  a  change  of  constitution  was  desired,  as 
is  well  known  and  forms  a  part  of  our  political  history,  was  the 
popular  wish  to  disembarrass  some  of  the  trammels  of  the  con- 
stitution of  1845.  One  of  them  was  a  prohibition  to  pledge 
the  faith  of  the  State  for  any  bonds,  bills  or  other  contracts,  or 
obligations  for  the  benefit  or  use  of  any  person  or  persons,  cor- 
poration or  body  politic  whatever.  In  this  respect  a  grave 
change  was  made  by  the  constitution  of  1862  ;  whether  wisely 
or  imprudently,  time  will  determine."  ^'  The  Legislature  was 
authorized  thereafter  to  grant  State  aid  to  companies  or  associa- 
tions, formed  for  the  exclusive  purpose  of  making  works  of 
internal  improvements,  wholly  or  partially  within  the  State. — 
The  subject  of  internal  improvements  then  occupied  intensely 
the  public  mind.  The  people  assembled  in  convention  were 
determined  to  place  it  in  the  power  of  future  Legislatures  to 
foster  and  encourage  them."  And  until  the  people  of  Alabama 
assemble  in  convention,  and  authorize  future  Legislatures  to 
exercise  the  power  contained  in  the  acts  heretofore  cited,  if 
enforced  against  any  of  the  citizens  of  the  State,  it  can  only  be 
done  by  legislative  usurpation  and  judicial  legislation. 
Separate  and  apart  from  the  legal  question  which  this  case 
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presents  to  the  court,  there  are  others  of  a  grave  charaoter 
growing  ont  of  political  considerations,  which  mast,  sooner  or 
later,  be  productive  of  the  most  serious  disturbance  in  our  po- 
litical system.    Chartered  monopolies  of  every  character  are 
inimical  to  republican  institutions.    The  aggregation  of  wealth 
with  chartered  privileges  must  find  its  sphere  of  action  among 
those  classes  of  our  citizens  who  are  not  favored  either  with 
the  advantages  or  exemptions  with  which  they  have  to  contend. 
The  purity  and  simplicity  of  the  government  becomes  compli- 
cated,  by  having  its  energies  controlled,  and  its  legislation 
hampered  by  the  injudicious  divestiture  of  constitutional  pow- 
ers, which  it  has  conferred  upon  corporations  without  power  of 
resumption,  as  it  cannot  impair  the  obligation  of  its  contracts. 
And  however  desirable  it  might  be  for  the  States  within  which 
works  of  every  kind  tending  to  the  advancement  of  the  energies, 
wealth  and  prosperity  of  its  people  are  projected,  to  lend  their 
fostering  aid,  it  is  the  part  of  wisdom  for  her  Legislature,  courts, 
and  people,  to  remember,  that  every  successful  assault  made 
upon  the  constitutional  rights  of  any,  the  meanest  of  her  citi- 
zens,  lessens   the  tie  which  bind  them  to  their  government, 
destroys   their  reverence  for  their  constitution,  which  affords 
them  no  protection  at  the  hands  of  their  Legislature  or  their 
courts,  and  fits  them  for  any  change,  be  it  despotism  or  anarchy. 
IL  The  second  question  presented  for  the  consideration  of 
the  court  is,  whether  the  water  works  come  within  the  act  and 
are  taxable  under  it.    The  act  of  December,  1820,  creating  the 
Mobile  Aqueduct  Company,  is  the  only  original  charter  by 
which  the  present  water  works  belonging  to  the  city  exist. — 
Various  enactments  were  subsequently  made  in  1824  and  1887. 
On  the  26th  December,  1840,  a  contract  was  made  between 
the  corporate  authorities  of  the  City  of  Mobile  and  Albert 
Siein,  which   was  subsequently  confirmed  by  the  act  of  the 
Legislature,  approved  January  11th,  1841.    By  the  operation 
of  the  various^  acts  referred  to,  the  franchise  was  vested  in  the 
corporate  authorities  of  the  City  of  Mobile.    As  such,  it  was 
not  the  subject  of  taxation  when  the  franchise  and  the  taxing 
power  were  united.     The  question  then  is,  whether  under  the 
agreement  made  between  the  city  authorities  and  Mr.  Stein  this 
franchise  is  liable  for  the  taxes  authorized  by  the  acts  of  1851 
and  1862  herein  before  set  out.     It  may  be  well  to  remark 
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here,  that  this  court  has  decided,  that  the  water  works  were 
subject  to  taxation  for  municipal  purposes ;  but  with  every 
respect  for  the  opinion  of  the  court,  I  think  the  decision  is 
erroneous,  and  that  the  error  consisted  in  regarding  the  fran- 
chise as  the  private  proporty  of  Mr.  Stein,  and  the  apparent 
incongruity  of  the  city  taxing  its  own  property. 

The  act  of  1851,  by  the  first  section,  confirms  the  agreement 
made  between  the  city  authorities  and  the  plaintiff  in  error. — 
By  the  second  section,  "  all  the  rights,  powers,  privileges  and 
immunities,  which  were  granted  to  the  Mobile  Aqueduct  Com'* 
pany,  and  the  mayor  and  aldermen  of  the  City  of  Mobile,  by 
act  of  80th  December,  1820,  not  inconsistent  with  the  terms 
of  the  before  mentioned  agreement,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
granted,  vested  in,  and  confirmed  to  the  said  Albert  Stein  and 
bis  assigns.  By  the  third  section,  "  all  the  rights,  powers, 
privileges  and  immunities  which  were  granted  to  the  Mobile 
Aqueduct  Company  and  to  the  mayor  and  aldermen  of  the  City 
of  Mobile,  by  the  act  of  26th  December,  1837,  be,  and  the 
same  is  hereby,  vested  in,  and  confirmed  to,  the  said  Albert 
Siein  and  his  assigns''^  Now  Mr.  Stein  has  aright  to  defend 
the  possession  of  the  franchise  from  taxation,  by  the  virtue  of 
the  terms  of  his  contract.  Whatever  rights,  powers,  privileges 
or  immunities,  were  had,  held,  exercised  or  enjoyed,  they  were 
conveyed  to  him  precisely  in  the  same  manner  and  in  no  other, 
in  which  they  were  possessed  and  held  by  the  City  of  Mobile. 
The  agreement  contains  no  reservation  of  the  taxing  power. 
It  is  a  contract  between  the  parties,  and  is  the  law  agreed  upon 
between  them.  The  city  has  no  more  right  to  interpolate  or 
add  a  new  term  to  the  contract  than  has  Mr.  Stein.  Any  law, 
whether  municipal  or  state,  attempting  to  do  this,  would  impair 
the  obligation  of  the  contract,  and  would  be  void  under  the 
constitution.  The  agreement  was  for  a  lease  for  twenty  years. 
At  the  end  of  that  time  the  possession  of  the  works  is  to  be 
surrendered  by  Stein  to  the  city.  Neither  the  agreement,  nor 
the  acts  of  the  Legislature  confirming  it,  contemplated  the 
transfer  of  the  franchise.  The  right  to  its  exercise  was  con- 
veyed. Nothing  more.  If  this  be  so,  then  the  city  authorities 
assume  the  power  to  tax  the  mere  possession  of  the  right  to 
exercise  a  franchise ;  the  franchise  still  being  in  themselves. 

The  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  is  based  on  the  as  sump- 
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ttOQ  that  the  franchise  itself  was  conveyed  by  the  contract  to 
Mr.  Stein.  In  the  case  of  Stein  v.  Mayor  and  Aldenfien,  16 
Ala.  241,  Dargan,  C.  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  courts 
says  :  ^^  A  privilege  or  franchise  may  not  be  liable  to  seizure  and 
sale,  but  it  is  contended  that  the  charter  only  authorizes  the 
corporate  authorities  to  tax  real  and  personal  property,  and 
that  this  privilege  is  neither.  In  answer  to  this,  we  will  only 
say,  that  it  cannot  be  considered  as  a  right  of  action  merely, 
but  it  is  property  in  possession,  and  being  property  (Quere — 
what  sort  of  property  ?)  it  must  be  embraced  within  the  one  or 
the  other  of  these  terms ;  for  we  know  of  no  species  of  proper- 
ty, that  cannot  be  said  to  be  either  real  or  personal,  whether  it 
be  corporeal  or  incorporeal."  So  that  we  are  somewhat  left  in 
the  dark  as  to  what  description  of  property,  the  interest  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error  had  in  tlw  water  works.  By  referring,  how- 
ever, to  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the  case  of  Lewis  v.  Stein, 
16  Ala.  217,  we  are  told  in  the  opinion  of  the  same  judge : 
^'  The  plaintiff  (in  the  court  below),  entered  into  a  contract  with 
the  city  authorities  on  the  26th  December,  1840,  by  which  he 
became  the  lessee  of  the  water  works  for  the  term  of  twenty 
years.  The  contract  was  submitted  to  the  Legislature  of  the 
State,  and  by  the  act  of  the  17th  January,  1841,  was  ratified 
and  confirmed,  and  all  the  rights,  powers,  privileges  and  immu* 
nities  that  had  been  granted  to  the  Mobile  Aqueduct  Company 
and  the  City  of  Mobile,  by  the  act  of  1820,  were  granted  to  the 
plaintiff)  to  be  by  him  enjoyed  during  the  term  of  his  lease. 
Under  this  contract  and  these  several  acts,  it  is  clear,  that 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  all  the  rights  and  benefits  granted  and. 
conferred  by  act  of  20th  December,  1820,  and  is  entitled  to  one 
half  of  any  forfeiture  incurred  under  the  4th  section  thereof,  if 
such  forfeiture  be  sued  for  by  a  common  informer.  He  occupies 
the  place  and  the  stead  of  the  city  during  his  lease ;  he  is  pos- 
sessed of  all  the  rights  that  had  been  previously  conferred  on 
the  city  in  reference  to  the  water  works ;  and  if  a  forfeiture  is 
recovered  by  a  common  informer,  entitled  to  the  half  that  pre- 
viously belonged  to  the  City  of  Mobile.  This  is  the  obvious 
construction  of  the  acts  of  17th  January,  1841,  and  of  tho  4th 
of  February,  1846."  This  court,  then,  has  solemnly  decided, 
that  Stein  is  entitled  to  tho  benefit  of  the  act  of  1841,  confirm- 
ing his  agreement  with  the  corporate  authorities,  and  vesting  in 
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him  *^  its  right,  powers,  privileges  and  immanities  ;  sod  that  he 
ooonpies  the  place  and  the  stead  of  the  city  daring  his  lease." 
If  so,  what  are  we  to  understand  hy  the  term  immunity  7  '*  Im- 
munity.— Exemption  from  any  charge,  duty,  office,  tax  or 
imposition;  a  particular  privilege." — Webster's  Dictionary, 
^<  Immunity."  Then,  by  the  plain  letter  of  the  agreement,  the 
water  works  are  exempted  from  the  payment  of  a  tax  or  imposi- 
tion, in  the  same  manner  as  when  held  by  the  corporate  author- 
ities themselveS'  If  it  does  not  mean  this,  it  means  nothing,  and 
it  is  useless  to  attempt  by  words  to  define  rights. 

But  it  is  denied  that  the  interest  of  Mr.  Stein  in  the  water 
works  makes  them  real  estate,  and  the  acts  authorizing  the  tax 
applies  to  no  other.  The  able  and  accomplished  jurist  who 
argued  the  case  for  the  defendants  in  error,  defined  the  right  of 
Mr.  Stein  in  the  water  works  to  be  an  ^^  incorporeal  heredita- 
ment," which  is  thus  described  by  Blackstone  :  '^  An  incorpo- 
real hereditament  is  a  right  issuing  out  of  a  thing  corporate 
(whether  real  or  personal)  or  concerning,  or  annexed  to,  or 
exerciseable  within  the  same.  It  is  not  the  thing  corporate 
itself,  which  may  consist  in  lands,  houses,  jewels,  or  the  like — 
but  something  collateral  thereto,  as  a  rent  issuing  out  of  those 
lands  or  houses,  or  an  office  relating  to  those  jewels.-' — 2  Black- 
stone's  Com.,  p.  12  (side  page  19).  Chief  Justice  Dargan,  in 
the  case  of  Lewis  v.  Stein,  says  it  is  a  lease  for  twenty  years. 
^^  The  plaintiff  (below)  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  city 
authorities,  by  which  he  became  the  lessee  of  the  water  worbi 
for  the  term  of  twenty  years."— 16  Ala.  217.  If  then  ibe 
interest  which  Mr.  Stein  by  his  contract  with  the  city  author- 
ities acquired  in  the  water  works,  is  not  that  of  an  ^^  owner  of 
real  estate,"  no  taxes  can  be  imposed  on  them,  while  held  by 
him  under  his  contract. 

The  third  and  last  proposition  viz :  ^^  Whether,  if  taxes  ean 
be  imposed  on  the  water  works,  Mr.  Stein  is  liable  for  the  same," 
has  been  necessarily  considered  in  the  discussion  of  the  second. 
Without  repeating  the  views  presented,  the  following  conclu- 
sions seem  legitimately  to  follow  from  them  :  1st.  That  the 
right  of  taxation  for  the  benefit  of  private  corporations,  whether 
for  public  or  private  purposes,  is  not  vested  by  the  constitution 
of  Alabama  in  the  Legislature  ;  that  any  act  attempting  to 
impose  or  oolleot  such  tax  is  unci/ustitutional  and  void.    2iod. 
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That  the  Mobile  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company  is  a  private 
corporation^  and  those  sections  of  the  acts  of  the  Legislature 
herein  before  set  out  which  authorize  taxes  to  be  collected  from 
the  owners  of  real  estate  in  Mobile,  are  not  authorized  by  the 
constitution,  and  are  absolutely  void.  3d.  That  conceding  the 
constitutionality  of  the  said  acts  of  the  Legislature,  the  interest 
of  Mr.  Stein  ill  said  water  works,  is  not  that  of  an  "owner  of 
real  estate"  ;  and  said  interest  is  not  liable  to  taxation.  4th. 
That  if  said  water  works  are  liable  to  taxation,  such  taxation 
must  follow  the  ownership — and  that  being  in  the  corporate 
authorities  of  the  City  of  Mobile  must  (if  the  anomaly  can  be 
reconciled  of  a  city  taxing  its  own  property)  be  paid  by  said 
corporate  authorities. 

Daniel  Chandler  and  Robebt  H.  Smith,  centra  : 
Under  the  agreed  statement  of  facts,  the  first  and  most 
important  question  to  be  decided  is,  Whether  the  act  of  the 
Legislature  passed  in  December,  1852,  in  reference  to  the 
tax  on  the  real  estate  of  Mobile,  for  the  Mobile  and  Ohio 
Bailroad  Company,  is  constitutional  and  may  be  enforced  ? 
The  right  of  taxation  is  an  incident  of  sovereignty,  and  the 
sovereignty  of  a  State  extends  to  every  thing  which  exists 
by  its  authority,  or  is  introduced  by  its  permission.  Every 
thing,  then,  that  may  be  considered  as  constituting  a  part  of 
the  property  within  the  State,  may,  in  the  wisdom  of  the 
Legislature,  be  taxed.  The  limitation  on  the  exercise  of 
this  right  rests  on  the  interest  of  the  legislators,  and  the 
influence  of  the  people  on  their  representatives  to  guard 
them  against  its  abuse.  Private  property  may  be  taken  for 
public  use  in  two  ways,  viz.,  by  taxation,  and  by  right  of 
eminent  domain.  Taxation  exacts  money  from  individuals 
as  contributions  to  any  public  burthen.  Private  property, 
taken  for  the  public  use  by  right  of  eminent  domain,  is  not 
considered  as  the  owner's  contribution  to  a  public  burthen, 
but  as  so  much  beyond  his  share,  and  for  which  special  com- 
pensation  must  be  made.  Taxation  operates  upon  the  com- 
munity, or  upon  a  class  of  the  community,  as  in  this  case ; 
the  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain  operates  upon 
an  individual,  without  reference  to  any  one  else.  In  cases 
of  taxation,  tiie  tax  payer  is  always  supposed  to  receive  just 
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compensatioxL  in  the  protection  which  is  extended  to  his  life, 
liberty  and  property,  and  in  the  increased  value  of  his  pos- 
sessions,  arising  from  the  use  of  the  money  raised  by  the  taxi 
When  money  is  thus  raised  and  applied,  no  one  can  say  that 
his  "property  has  been  taken  and  applied  to  public  '  uses/* 
and  he  has  received  no  ^'just  compensation''  for  it.  His 
compensation  is  found  in  the  sovereignty  and  laws  of  the 
State,  which  protect  his  personal  rights  and  his  private  prop- 
erty ;  and  it  is  felt  in  the  increased  value  of  his  property  by 
the  application  of  the  money  thus  raised.  Had  the  property 
been  taken,  not  by  taxation,  but  by  right  of  eminent  domain, 
then  special  compensation  must  be  made  to  the  value  of  his 
property. 

The  right  of  the  Legislature  to  delegate  the  power  of  tax- 
ation to  the  constituted  authorities  of  a  city  for  local  pur- 
poses, is  well  established  by  legislative  precedents  and  judi- 
cial decisions.  It  will  not  be  denied  in  this  cose.  By  the 
city  charter,  the  corporation  has  power  to  establish  markets, 
to  erect  bridges,  to  establish  fire  companies,  hospitals,  work- 
houses, to  open  streets,  )to  levy  taxes  on  real  and  personal 
estate  within  the  city,  and  to  do  all  acts  that  a  majority  of 
the  corporation  may  deem  requisite  and  necessary  for  the 
good  government  of  the  city,  not  contrary  to  the  laws  of 
the  State.  The  interests  of  the  city  require  the  exercise  of 
these  powers.  But,  while  it  is  conceded  that  the  Legislature 
may  authorize  the  corporate  authorities  of  the  city  to  do 
these  and  similar  acts,  it  is  denied,  that  it  can  give  the  cor- 
poration power  to  tax  the  property  of  its  citizens  to  con- 
struct a  railroad,  that  will  greatly  promote  the  prosperity  of 
the  city.  The  object  of  the  road  is  not  so  much  to  benefit 
the  stockholders,  as  to  advance  the  interest  and  prosperity 
of  the  city,  by  increasing  its  commerce,  its  population,  the 
value  of  its  real  estate,  and  by  giving  facilities  of  access  and 
transportation  to  and  from  the  city.  The  railroad  is  more 
important  to  the  interest  and  prosperity  of  the  city,  than  the 
opening  of  new  streets,  erecting  bridges,  establishii^  markets, 
fire  companies,  &c.,  for  which  taxes  are  imposed  and  paid 
without  complaint  or  objection.  To  bring  water  in  the  city, 
that  increases  the  comfort  of  the  citizens,  is  admitted  by  all 
to  be  the  l^ltimatd  exercise  of  a  corporate  power ;  bst  to 
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bring  trade  to  the  city,  that  enhaiiees  its  prosperity  and- 
wealth,  is  said  to  be  unjast  and  unconstittitional.  The  Lisg^ 
islfitare  did  not  think  so,  when  they  passed  the  act  of  18S8, 
The  city  authorities  did  not  think  so^  when  they  sanctioned 
what  the  Legislature  did,  and  immediately  took  the  neces- 
sary steps  to  carry  the  act  into  effect.  The  legal  voters  of 
the  city  did  not  tiiink  so,  when  they  consented  that  their 
property  should  be  hearily  taxed,  in  order  that  the  road 
should  be  constructed. 

In  carrying  into  effect  these  acts  of  the  Legislature,  it 
must  be  borne  iu  mind,  that  the  rights  of  the  defendant  have 
not  been  violated  or  invaded*  His  property  is  taxed  like 
that  of  other  citizens,  according  to  its  valuation.  The  same 
men  who  assessed  it,  valued  the  property  of  all  others. — 
There  is  no  complaint  of  excessive  taxation  on  his  part— ^f 
injustice  by  a  partial  discrimination  against  his  property : 
the  only  thing  he  complains  of  is,  that  his  property  is  taxed 
without  his  consent.  It  is  true,  that  the  completion  of  the 
railroad  will  greatly  enhance  the  value  of  his  property,  and 
as  the  population  of  the  city  increases,  his  income  will  be 
augmented ;  yet  he  wishes  others  to  build  the  road  for  his 
benefit.  His  unwillingness  to  contribute  to  the  completion 
of  the  road,  has  been  shown  in  the  only  way  in  which  it  can 
be  made  available.  He  voted  against  the  tax, — and  there 
his  opposition  should  end.  Acquiescence  in  the  decision  of 
the  majority,  is  now  his  duty.  What  right  has  he  now  to 
object,  if  the  act  of  the  Legislature  has  been  sanctioned  by 
the  corporate  authorities  of  the  city,  and  been  carried  into 
effect  by  the  voice  of  the  people  ?  It  may  be  assumed,  as  a 
legal  proposition  well  established,  that  the  power  of  taxation 
may  be  delegated  to  the  proper  authorities  of  the  city,  and 
may  be  exercised  and  enforced  against  the  will  of  minor- 
ities. 

How  is  it  to  be  ascertained  whether  any  local  measure 
will  advance  the  interest  and  promote  the  prosperity  of  the 
city  ?  is  one  man  or  the  corporation  to  decide  ?  is  the  minor- 
ity or  the  majority  to  determine  ?  are  the  courts  or  the  Leg- 
islature to  decide  the  question  ?  It  is  the  duty  of  the  Legis- 
lature to  decide  whether  any  measure  will  advance  the 
interests  of  the  city.    In  this  case,  the  right  and  power  to 
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tax  the  property  of  the  citizens  of  Mobile  for  a  particular 
purpose,  was  left,  with  the  sanction  of  the  corporation,  to 
the  voters  of  Mobile;  If  the  constitutional  rights  of  the 
defendant  have-not  been  violated  by  the  acts  of  the  L^ala- 
tnre,  or  by  the  corporation  in  executing  them,  the  opinions 
and  wishes  of  the  people  must  be  carried  into  effect,  against 
the  objections  and  opposition  of  Mr.  Stein.  That  the  acts 
of  the  Legislature  authorizing  this  tax  are  constitutional,  and 
may  be  enforced,  the  following  authorities  show  :  Pamphlet 
Acts  1852,  p.  328  ;  Acts  of  1850,  p.  151 ;  24  Wend.  65  ;  9 
B.  Monroe  526;  17  Ala.  234;  9  t'A.  234;  8  Oill  29;  4 
Wheat.  428  ;  8  Leigh  120  ;  15  Conn.  R.  475  ;  8  How.  82  ; 
10  a.  393 ;  4  Comstock  419 ;  9  Humph.  252 ;  11  Penn.  B. 
61 ;  3  Peters;  9  B.  Monroe  330  ;  2  vol.  No.  1,  Livingston's 
Law  Magazine,  p.  28. 

The  second  question  presented  for  the  decision  of  the  court, 
under  the  agreed  statement  of  facts,  is  this :  Do  the  water 
works  come  within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  the  Legislature, 
and  are  they  taxable  under  it  ?  The  act  of  1852  authorises 
the  corporate  authorities  to  levy  a  tax  on  all  real  estate  within 
the  limits  of  the  city,  of  two  per  cent,  per  annum  for  five  years, 
&c«  The  only  question  is,  whether  or  not  the  water  works  can 
be  regarded  as  real  estate  1  The  agreed  statement  of  facts  on 
this  point  is  as  follows :  ^'  The  water  is  brought  into  the  city  by 
means  of  cast  iron  pipes,  of  about  eight  inches  bore,  to  a  res- 
orvoir  within  the  city.  By  means  of  said  iron  pipes,  which  are 
buried  about  three  or  four  feot  under  greuod,  the  water  is  con- 
ducted into  the  city,  and  along  the  streets;  and  by  means  of 
small  lead  pipes  the  water  is  carried  from  the  main  pipes  under 
glj^und,  into  the  houses  and  lots  of  the  citizens,  who  pay  to 
Stein  atipalated  pi  ices  therefor  annually.  Under  and  by 
ai^thori^  of  the .  Legislature,  &c.,  a  tax  of  two  per  cent,  has 
been  leviedoh  said  water  works,  valuing  the  same  at  $75,000, 
miJdng^a.tax  of  $1,500,  which  they  claim,  and  are  enforcing  by 
proceeclings  directed  by  said  act."  Under  this  statemeut,  the 
water,  the  reservoir,  and  the  pipes  constitute  the  water  works, 
and  they  are  considered  in  law  real  estate,  and  are  therefore 
liable,  under  the  act  of  1852,  to  be  taxed.— 14  East  Rep.  609  ; 
10  Eng.  Law  &  Eq.  374 ;  15  Adol.  &  Ellis,  N.  S.,  377  ;  1 
Barn.  &  Adolph.  118;  10  Adol.  &  ElUs,  N.  S.,  218;  17  Ala. 
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240  §  2 ;  5  Barn.  &  C.  466  ;  5  B.  &  A.  156 ;  1  B.  &  C. 
506;  3  Mason  464;  6  Greenl.  157;  20  Ohio  414;  17  Ala. 
398  ;  2  Rh.  Is.  R.  15  ;  2  vol.  No.  1.  Liv.  Monthly  Mag.,  p. 
30.  The  last  of  the  above  authorities  considers  the  pipes  laid 
•in  the  streets  of  a  city  fixtures,  and  taxable  as  real  estate  with- 
out regard  to  ownership  of  soil. 

If  the  water  works  are  taxable  under  the  act  of  1852,  the 
only  other  question,  under  the  agreed  case  to  be  decided,  is, 
whether  Stein,  the  proprietor  or  lessee,  is  liable  for  said  tax  i 
Being  the  owner  of  the  land,  reservoirs,  pipes  and  privileges 
attached  to  them,  and  being  in  the  possession  and  enjoyment 
of  the  same,  he  is  liable  to  pay  the  tax.  If  he  is  not,  who  is  1 
The  property  is  valuable ;  it  has  to  be  protected,  and  the 
defendant  derives  from  its  use  large  annual  revenues.  The 
city  authorities  have  passed  ordinances  to  protect  his  rights, 
and  to  enable  him  to  enforce  them.  His  property,  under  the 
influence  of  these  ordinances  and  this  protection,  and  tbe  belief 
that  this  road  will  be  completed,  is  advancing  rapidly  in  value. 
No  one  but  himself,  so  far  as  these  water  works  are  concerned, 
participates  in  their  profits  and  in  their  increasing  value.  It  is 
a  sound  maxim,  that  "he  who  receives  the  advantage  ought  to 
sustain  the  burden."  In  this  case  he  receives  all  the  advan- 
tage, and  his  share  of  tho  burden  ought  to  be  cheerfully  borne* 
14  East  609;  1  Maul.  &  Sel.  507  ;  8  Adol.  &  Ellis,  78;  Cow* 
per  619. 

CHILTON,  C.  J — Three  questions  are  presented  by  the 
record  for  our  consideration : 

1st.  Did  Mr.  Stein,  by  the  contract  of  lease,  and  thj 
confirmation  passed  by  the  Legislature  on  the  llj 
1841,  secure  an  exemption  from  taxation  uponl 

waterworks'?  ll  \w  crpOOli^ 

2nd.  Are  the  acts  constitutional  under  whicUl^fbNlaxV  tnm  ^ 

sought  to  be  recovered,  was  levied  1  and  if  so,    |  ts^tj  ^3 

Srd.  Do  the  water  works  described  in  the  rec^  itm^mmit 

the  act  taxing  the  owners  of  real  estate  1 
1.  Tbe  first  of  these  inquiries  came  substantially  before  us  at 

a  previous  term,  between  these  same  parties,  and  we  then  held, 

<<that  the  right  to  tax  the  property  is  not  restricted  nor  impaired 
by  the  contract,  and  may  lawfully  be  exercised."    We  have 
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reviewed  the  ground  upon  which  that  opiDion  rests,  and  are  sat* 
isfied  with  it.  Had  the  parties  intended  to  secure  so  important 
an  exemption  to  the  appellant,  it  is  higlily  improbable  that  thej 
wonii  have  omitted  to  mention  it  in  the  contract ;  and  as  there 
is  no  provision  contained  in  it,  by  which  the  right  of  the  city  to 
impose  the  tax  is  taken  away,  we  cannot  presume  an  abandon- 
ment of  this  right,  and  the  yielding  up  of  a  power,  on  the  part 
of  the  city,  so  essential  to  its  corporate  existence,  as  that  of 
taxation  for  municipal  purposes.  We  rest  this  first  proposition 
upon  the  authority  of  the  case  above  referred  to  (17  Ala.  284) ; 
and  proceed  to  inquire  : — 

2.  Whether  the  acts  under  which^this  tax  was  assessed,  are 
conslStutional.    These  acts  may  be  thus  stated  : 

The  Legislature,  having  incorporated  the  Mobile  and  Ohio 
Raihroad  Company,  by  an  act  passed  the  8rd  of  February,  1848, 
and  having  invested  said  company  with  the  usual  powers  to  car* 
ry  into  effect  its  objects,  authorized  them  to  locate,  construct, 
and  finally  complete,  a  railway  from  some  suitable  point  in  the 
City  of  Mobile,  in  a  western  or  north  westernly  direction,  to  the 
west  line  of  this  State,  towards  the  mouth  of  the  Ohio  Biver, 
ftc.-^See  act  of  1847-8,  p.  225.  Subsequently,  by  an  act 
to  amend  and  explain  the  preceding  one,  passed  the  5th  of  Jan- 
uary, 1850,  it  was  provided,  ^Hhat  for  the  purpose  of  facilita- 
ting the  construction  of  the  road,  the  mayor,  aldermen  and 
common  council  of  the  City  of  Mobile,  be,  and  the  same  are 
hereby,  authorized  to  levy  a  special  and  separate  tax  upon  the 
real  estate  lying  within  the  limits  of  said  city,  annually,  until 
the  sum  of  three  hundred  thousand  dollars  is  levied  and  paid  to 
dke  said  Mobile  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company  ;  provided^  how- 
ewTy  that  only  twenty- five  cents,  upon  every  hundred  dollars' 
worth  of  property,  shall  be  collected  in  any  one  year." 

After  making  provision  in  the  subsequent  sections  for  assess- 
ing and  collecting  said  taxes  by  the  city  authorities,  and  for 
the  preservation  of  the  names  of  the  persons  paying,  with  the 
amounts  paid,  and  for  issuing  certificates  of  stock  to  any  per- 
son who  shall  have  paid  one  hundred  dollars,  &c.,  the  seventh 
section  provides,  that  before  the  said  corporation  shall  be  enti- 
tled to  levy  said  tax,  an  election  shall  be  held  in  said  city,  at 
which  none  shall  be  entitled  to  vote,  except  the  owners  of  free- 
hold estates  in  said  city,  or  tenants  under  lease  for  a  term  of 
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five  years  and  upwards,  and  guardians  who  represent  estates  of 
wards,  and  requires  the  concurreooe  of  three-fifths  of  the  votes 
taken,  in  favor  of  the  tax  as  provided  by  this  statute. — See 
Pamph.  Acts  of  1849-50,  pp.  150-1-2. 

By  a  subsequent  act,  approved  the  20tb  of  December,  1851, 
the  third  section  of  the  act  of  5th  of  January,  1850,  is  so  far 
modified,  as  to  abolish  the  right  to  levy  $800,000  by  taxation, 
and,  in  lieu  thereof,  the  city  is  invested,  under  a  like  restriction 
of  first  procuring  the  concurrence  of  three-fifdis  of  the  owners, 
&c.,  of  real  estate  in  its  favor,  of  levying  a  tax  of  two  per 
cent,  per  annum,  on  all  the  real  estate  in  the  city,  for  five  years; 
authorizing  all  persons  who  had  previously  subscribed  for  stock, 
and  who  had  paid  more  than  twenty  per  cent,  thereon  to  said 
company,  to  deduct  the  over-plus  so  paid  from  the  tax  to  be 
collected  from  them.  This  act  contains  other  provisions,  but 
they  are  not  material  in  considering  the  question  before  us. 

The  required  number  of  votes  having  been  obtained  in  favor 
of  the  tax,  the  city  was  proceeding  in  its  collection  under  the 
last  named  act,  when  the  appellant,  one  of  the  tax  payers  who 
voted  against  the  tax,  and  whose  works  for  supplying  the'city 
with  water  had  been  assessed,  raises  the  question  as  to  the  con- 
stitutional authority  of  the  Legislature  to  invest  the  city  with 
the  power  to  levy  it. 

It  is  true,  as  stated  by  the  appellant's  counsel,  that  the  con- 
stitution of  the  State  does  not  mention  the  subject  of  taxation, 
except  in  the  eighth  section  of  the  sixth  article,  which  declares 
that  ^'AU  lands  liable  to  taxation  in  this  State,  shall  be  taxed 
in  proportion  to  their  value"  ;  but  ike  power  to  tax  is  an  inci- 
dent to  sovereignty,  and  is  said  ^^to  reside  in  government  as  a 
part  of  itself." — Pr*  Marshall,  C.-J.,  in  The  Providence  Bank 
V.  Billings  &.  Pittman,  4  Peters  415.  In  the  formation  of  the 
State  government,  and  the  distribution  of  powers  pertaining  to 
it  in  its  sovereign  capacity,  the  power  to  legislate  was  confer- 
red upon,  and  vested  in,  two  distinct  branches,  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives,  together  constituting  the  G^eral 
Assembly  of  the  State  of  Alabama.  This  department  of  the 
government,  composed  of  the  representatives  of  the  people, 
elected  by  them  to  reflect  their  will,  and  to  be  influenced  by  their 
wishes,  and  amenable  to  them  for  an  abuse  of  the  trust  reposed 
in  them,  doea  not  depend  for  its  power  upon  any  specific  provis- 
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ion  of  the  constitation,  pointing  out  the  particular  8ubject-mat* 
ter  with  reference  to  which  it  may  legislate.  On  the  contrary, 
oatBide  of  those  subjects  which  are  excepted  by  the  bill  of  rightSi 
from  the  general  powers  of  Government,  the  Legislature  of  the 
State,  as  respects  all  legitimate  subjects-matter  of  legislation, 
ie  unrestricted,  in  virtue  of  its  organization,  except  in  so  far  as 
ut  ia  restrained  by  the  State  and  Federal  constitutions.  The 
sovereignty  of  the  State  resides  in  the  three  departments  upon 
which  it  has  been  conferred  and  distributed — the  legislative, 
executive  and  judicial.  To  the  first  is  entrusted  the  power  of 
making  new  laws,  to  correct,  repeal,  or  abrogate  old  ones ;  to 
the  second,  the  execution  of  these  laws  ;  while  to  the  third,  it  is 
reserved  to  make  an  application  of  them  to  particular  facts,  to 
determine  differences  which  arise,  to  punish  crimes,  to  try  the 
validity  of  statutes  by  the  standard  of  the  constitution,  and 
to  protect  each  department  of  the  government,  and  every  indi- 
vidual in  the  community  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  chartered 
rights.— 1  Kent  460. 

Subject  to  the  limitations  above  referred  to,  the  power  to 
levy*  taxes  pertains  to  the  legislative  department  of  the  govern- 
ment, which  must  determine  the  objects  for  which,  and  the  man- 
ner in  which,  they  must  be  levied,  being  responsible  to  their  con- 
atituency  for  the  proper  exercise  of  that  power. — 8  How.  82* 

We  agree  with  the  appellant's  counsel,  that  the  only  legit- 
itimate  object  of  taxation  is,  the  support  and  maintenance  of 
the  government;  but,  if  by  this  support  and  maintenance 
they  mean  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  mere  machinery  neces- 
sarily employed  in  its  administration  and  conduct,  we  are  not 
agreed  in  so  restricting  its  sense.  Wo  think  the  power  extends 
to  the  employment  of  all  those  means  and  appliances  ordinarily 
adopted,  or  which  may  be  calculated,  to  develop  the  resources 
of  the  State,  and  add  to  the  aggregate  wealth  and  prosperity  of 
the  citizens  ;  such,  for  example,  as  providing  outlets  for  com- 
merce; opening  up  channels  of  intercommunication  between 
different  parts  of  the  State  ;  improving  the  social,  moral  and 
physical  condition  of  the  people  by  wholesome  police  regulations, 
and  by  a  judicious  system  of  public  instruction  ;  as  also  for  the 
protection,  security  and  perpetuity  of  our  government  and  insti- 
tutions. We  would  not,  however,  attempt  to  point  out  all  the 
objects^  nor  prescribe  the  limits  to  which  the  power  of  taxation 
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extends ;  the  case  before  as  does  not  demand  this,  bat  merely 
whether  it  is  competent  for  the  Legialatare  to  delegate  to  the 
city  aathorities  of  Mobile  the  power  to  tax  the  owners  of  real 
estate,  to  aid  in  the  constraction  of  the  Mobile  &  Ohio  Railroad. 

That  the  power  to  tax  for  local  purposes  may  be  thns  delega-^ 
ted  to  municipal  corporations,  seems  to  be  too  well  settled  by    \ 
the  practice  of  our  own  and  our  sister  States,  and  by  numerous 
judicial  decisions,  to  be  considered  an  open  question ;  neverthe- 
less, its  importance  has  induced  us  to  examine  it  with  care. — 
Perhaps  there  is  not  a  county  in  the  State,  whose  courts  of 
roads  and  revenue  have  not,  under  the  authority  of  legislative 
enactments,  assessed  and  levied  taxes  for  the  erection  of  public 
buildings,  bridges,  and  other  public  improvements  within  their 
respective  limits.    So,  also,  our  statute  books  abound  with  en- 
actments  conferring  upon  civil  corporations  the  right  of  taxa- 
tion by  means  of  by-laws ;  and  this  delegation  of  power  has 
been  several  times,  if  not  expressly,  at  least  incidentally,  sane-  i 
tioned  by  this  court.  / 

In  Battle  v.  The  Corporation  of  Mobile,  9  Ala.  234,  the 
question  came  up  as  to  the  validity  of  a  tax  assessed  by  the 
city  under  the  act  of  the  Legislature  of  14th  of  January,  1844 
(Acts  p.  175);  and  Mr.  Justice  Goldthwaite,  in  delivering  the 
opinion,  says :  ^^  The  general  question  as  to  the  delegation  of 
the  taxing  power  to  civil  corporations,  is  not  disputed,  and,  in- 
deed, has  been  several  times  decided  by  us  in  other  cases";  and 
he  cites  Intendant  of  Marion  v.  Chandler,  6  Ala.  899 ;  Estra- 
brook  V.  The  State,  ib,  658.  True,  the  precise  point  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  discussed  in  either  of  these  cases ;  but  it 
underlies  the  decision  in  each  of  them.  The  several  acts  were 
regarded  as  valid,  and  must,  therefore,  have  been  esteemed 
constitutional. 

In  Talbot  v.  Dent,  9  B.  Monroe  526,  it  was  held,  that  an 
act  authorizing  the  city  of  Louisville  to  subscribe  for  stock  in  a 
railroad  company,  and  to  pay  for  the  same  by  taxation,  the  tax 
payers  being  entitled  to  certificates  of  stock,  was  not  in  viola- 
tion of  the  constitution. 

In  the  case  of  Nichol  v.  The  Mayor  of  Nashville,  9  Hum. 
Rep.  252,  an  act  of  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Tennessee, 
which  authorized  the  corporation  of  the  City  of  Nashville  to 
take  stock  in  the  Nashville  &  Chattanooga  Raifaroad,  and  to 
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rai«e  money  bj  taxation  to  pay  the  subscription  therefor,  was 
held  coDstitational. — See  also  Hope  v.  Deaderiek,  8  Hum.  1. 

In  The  Oommonwealth  v.  McWilliamB,  11  Petm.  Rep.  (1 
Jones)  61;.  a  similar  doctrine  was  sanctioned ;  and  it  was  held, 
that  an  act,  authorising  the  supervisors  of  a  township  to  sub* 
scribe  for  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  a  turnpike  company, 
at  the  cost  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  township,  was  consdtn- 
tional.  The  case  of  Parker  v.  The  Commonwealth,  6  Bstrr 
507,  would  seem  to  militate  against  the  yiew  here  taken  ;  but, 
as  restricted  in  the  cases  of  The  Commonwealth  v.  The  Judges, 
&c.,  of  Lebanon  County,  8  Barr  391,  and  The  Commonwealth 
V.  Painter,  10  Barr  214,  it  is  not  opposed  to  the  validity  of 
the  tax  now  the  subject  of  controversy.  It  is  worthy  of  re- 
mark, too,  that  the  Congressional  precedent  of  submitting  the 
question  of  the  retrocession  of  the  County  of  Alexandria  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  to  the  State  of  Virginia,  to  the  qualified 
electors  of  that  country,  which  is  relied  upon  in  the  last  decis- 
ion above  referred  to,  would  seem  to  conflict  with  the  views  ta- 
ken in  the  case  of  Parker  v.  The  Commonwealth.  In  the  one, 
the  vote  of  the  county  determined  whether  they  were  to  remain 
a  part  of  the  District  of  Columbia ;  in  the  other,  whether  they 
would  have  spirituous  liquors  retailed  Whether  the  latter  can 
be  regarded  a  violation  of  the  constitution,  is  a  question  not 
now  before  us,  and  consequently  we  express  no  opinion  on  it. 

The  case  of  Goddin  v.  Crump,  8  Leigh  120,  is  in  point.  The 
City  of  Richmond  was  authorized  by  the  Legislature  of  Vir- 
ginia to  borrow  money  to  subscribe  for  stock  in  the  James  River 
&  Kanawha  Company,  and  to  levy  a  tax  to  meet  the  payment- 
Tfae  question  arose  there,  as  it  docs  in  the  case  before  us, 
whether  the  improvement  of  the  James  &  Kanawha  Rivers  was 
to  be  regarded,  with  reference  to  that  city,  as  a  local  purpose, 
by  reason  of  the  connection  of  those  streams  with  its  commerce 
and  prosperty.  It  was  held  that  it  was,  and  the  court  sustain 
the  law  which  authorized  the  tax. 

So,  also,  in  Maryland,  in  the  case  of  Burgess  v.  Pue,  2 
GilPs  R.  19,  the  question  came  up,  as  to  the  right  to  recover 
a  school  tax,  which  had  been  voted  by  the  taxable  inhabitants 
of  a  school  district.  It  was  objected,  that  the  act  making 
provision  for  public  institutions  in  primary  f<chools  throughout 
the  State,  was  void,  as  being  opposed   to  the  constitution,  by 
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resson  of  making  its  validity  and  operation  in  any  ooanty 
depend  upon  the  rotes  of  a  majority  of  the  Toters  of  snob  county. 
The  same  arguments  were  urged  in  oppositi<m  to  the  law  which 
are  now  insisted  on ;  but  the  court  held  it  no  inva8i<m  of  the 
constitution. 

We  have  been  favored  with  a  paper  containing  the  decision 
ef  the  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana,  in  the  case  of  The  Police 
Jury,  Right  Bank  of  Parish  of  Orleans,  v.  The  Succession  c^ 
McDonough,  decided  in  June,  1858,  a  case  which,  in  all  its 
leading  features,  is  similar  to  the  one  before  us,  except,  that 
there,  a  majority,  instead  of  three.fifths,  of  the  tax  payers, 
could  authorize  the  levying  of  the  tax.  The  court,  after  a 
review  of  the  principal  authorities,  sustain  the  tax.  The  rea- 
soning of  the  court,  in  response  to  the  objections  to  the  law 
taken  by  the  counsel,  are  so  apposite  to  the  case  before  us,  that 
we  deem  it  proper  to  quote  a  portion  of  the  opinion.  ^^  It  is 
said,"  says  Slidell,  C.  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
^Hhat  although  the  police  jury  might  subscribe  for  stock  for 
itself,  it  could  not  subscribe  for  stock  for  any  one  of  the  inhab- 
itants in  their  individual  capacity ;  that  the  intent  and  effect  of 
the  law  is,  to  force  individuals  to  take  and  pay  for  stock  in  a 
railroad,  whether  they  wish  it  or  not, — whether  they  think  the 
enterprise  likely  to  be  beneficial  or  not ;  and  that  such  a  pro- 
ceeding is  mere  spoilation  for  the  benifit  of  a  private  corpora- 
tion. 

^^  This  reasoning,  and  these  assertions,  misinterpret  the  pur- 
pose of  the  law,  and  involve  a  doctrine  subversive  of  all  taxa- 
tion. 

*^  The  purpose  of  the  law  was,  to  enable  political  corporations 
to  aid,  by  taxation,  the  completion  of  public  improvements, 
which,  it  was  supposed  by  the  Legislature,  would  redound  to 
their  local  advantage. 

"  The  burden  imposed  was  a  tax,  with  regard  to  which  eadi 
citizen  has  not  a  right  to  decide  authoritatively  for  himself  alone, 
whether  the  tax  is  for  a]useful  purpose,  and  will  redound  to  his 
individual  advantage.  If  each  citizen  can  be  permitted  to 
complain  that  his  tax  has  been  increased  without  his  individual 
assent,  and  for  a  purpose  which  he  individually  disapproves,  all 
govemmentjwould  be  at  an  end. 

**  The  will  of  a  legal  majority  is  not  tyranny.    It  is  the  good 
40 

Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


618  ALABAMA. 


St^in  T.  The  Mayor,  Aldennen^  frc,  of  Mobile. 


of  the  oommanity  to  which  we  belong,  which  warrants  a  tax 
affecting  our  property.  Of  this  public  good,  the  LegisUtarei 
in  taxation  for  general  purposes,  and  the  duly  constituted  local 
aathorities,  acting  under  the  express  will  of  the  Legislature  in 
a  local  sphere,  and  for  local  purposes,  are  the  judges.  The 
argument  for  the  defendants  confounds  two  distinct  pow^v — 
the  power  of  taxation,  and  the  power  of  taking  private  property 
for  public  use.  In  the  latter  case,  previous  compensation  must 
be  made ;  in  the  former,  though  in  taking  a  man's  money  for 
taxation  you  do  take  his  property,  the  compensation  is  considered 
as  simultaneously  given,  in  the  benefit  which,  as  a  citizen,  he 
enjoys,  in  common  with  his  fellow  citizens,  in  the  public  welfare 
and  the  public  prosperity,  to  the  advancement  of  which  the 
money  is  to  be  applied.  Such  is  the  theory  of  taxation.  It 
may  be  abused,  but  its  exercise  cannot  bo  judicially  restrained, 
so  long  as  it  is  referable  to  the  taxing  power ;"  citing  Thomas 
T.  Leland,  24  Wend.  69  ;  4  Peters  668. 

In  the  case  before  us,  the  Legislature,  doubtless,  deemed  that 
the  benefits  to  accrue  to  the  city  would  constitute  a  just  com* 
pensation  to  those  who  contributed  to  build  this  road  ;  but,  as 
the  tax  payers  themselves,  who  reside  in  the  city,  are 
presumed  to  be  more  familiar  with  the  proposed  enterprise,  and 
better  able  to  judge  of  its  probable  results,  as  respects  their 
interests,  as  a  matter  of  caution  and  security  to  them,  and 
as  a  safe-guard  to  the  minority,  three  fifths  of  them  are  required 
to  concur. 

We  do  not  consider  this  as  a  delegation  of  the  power  of 
legislation  to  the  people  ;  but  it  is  a  privilege  conferred  upon  a 
municipal  corporation,  to  be  exercised  conditionally — that  is,  in 
the  event  the  requisite  number  of  persons  shall  vote  in  favcr  of 
it.  We  see  no  diflFererce,  in  principle,  between  allowing  the 
corporation  to  levy  the  tax,  provided  three  fifths  of  the  taxable 
inhabitants  shall  vote  in  favor  of  it,  and  making  the  exercise  of 
the  power  to  defend  upon  any  other  feasible  condition  ;  such,  for 
example,  ae  requiring  three-fifihs  of  the  aldermen  and  common 
council  to  concur  in  levying  it.  We  do  not  think  the  cases  of 
Thome  v.  Cramer  et  «/.,  15  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  R.  112,  and  Brad- 
ley V.  Baxter,  ih,  122,  opposed  to  this  view.  In  these  cases, 
the  question  was  not  whether  the  Legislature  possessed  the 
power  to  invest  a  public  corporation  with  authority  to  levy  a 
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tax  apoD  condition  that  a  oertain  number  of  the  aabjects  of  ihe 
tax  should  assent  to  its  being  assessed,  but  whether  it  was  com* 
potent  for  the  Legblature  to  evade  the  responsibility  of  passing 
a  law,  by  merely  proposing  it,  and  declaring  that  ^^  the  electors 
shall  determine  by  ballot,  at  the  annual  election  to  be  held  in 
November  next,  whether  this  act  shall  or  shall  not  become  a 
law.''  This  was  a  clear  delegation  of  legislative  power  to  the 
people,  as  respects  a  general  law,  and  is,  we  think,  clearly  dia* 
tingnishable  from  the  delegation  of  authority  to  a  corporation 
to  do  certain  things  upon  the  condition  of  first  procuring  the 
concurrence  of  the  local  inhabitants,  whose  interest  alone  is  to 
be  affected  thereby.  It  will  hardly  be  denied  by  any  one,  that  T 
the  Legislature  may  constitutionally  invest  municipal  corpora- 
tions with  the  power  of  raising  by  taxation  the  means  necessary 
for  their  existence  and  support  by  by-laws  and  ordinances  ope- 
rating  upon  the  inhabitants  within  their  respective  local  limits. 
If  this  power  be  denied,  upon  the  idea  that  it  is  a  del^ation  of 
the  legislative  functions,  by  parity  of  reasoning  all  authority 
to  make  by-laws  and  ordain  police  regulations  must  be  denied, 
and  thus  no  municipal  corporation  could  exist  for  any  beneficial 
purpose.  Such,  however,  was  not  the  design  of  the  framers  of 
the  constitution.  Such  corporations,  possessing  similar  powers, 
have  existed  from  the  earliest  institution  of  political  sovereignty, 
and  have  obtained  in  every  civilize^  government.  Indeed,  his- 
tory informs  us,  that  they  contributed  largely  in  laying  the 
foundation  of  liberty  in  modem  nations. — Sir  Jas.  Mcintosh's  -^ 
History  of  England,  vol.  1,  pp.  81,  82  ;  Angell  &  Ames  on 
Corp-  12. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  see  no  objection,  either  as  arising  out  of 
the  constitution,  or  even  as  founded  in  public  policy,  to  making 
the  exercise  of  the  power  here  conferred  depend  upon  the  ex- 
pressed will  of  the  taxable  inhabitants.  On  the  contrary,  we 
esteem  it  a  wise  precaution,  tending  to  enlist  the  vigilance  of 
self  interest  as  a  protection  against  injustice  and  oppression.— 
The  objection  taken  by  the  court,  in  the  cases  cited  from  6  Barr 
and  15  Barb.,  that  such  enactments  lacked  the  essential  qualities 
of  ^^  command  and  prohibition,"  is,  we  think,  plausible,  but  not 
solid.  It  is  certainly  not  without  the  pale  of  State  sovereignty 
to  pass  conditional  laws,  to  grant  franchises,  or  even  to  confer 
discretionary  powers,  with  respect  to  which  it  would  be  absurd 
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to  Bay  thej  possessed  the  quality  of  either  oommsnd  or  prohi- 
bitioQ. 

That  the  tax  payers  are  made  stockholders,  is  not  a  yalid 
olrjectioD.  They  incur  do  additional  liability,  and  their  taxes 
are  lessened  in  the  proportion  which  the  value  of  thestook  bears 
to  the  amount  which  they  pay.  Nor  is  it  a  valid  objection,  that 
those  who  have  paid  over  twenty  per  cent,  may  have  the  surplus 
deducted  from  the  tax  to  be  collected  from  them.  The  object 
was,  as  far  as  practicable,  to  equalize  the  burden,  and  to  place 
those  who  had  previously  subscribed  upon  an  equal  footing  with 
those  whose  taxes  should  secure  them  stock.  The  cases  already 
referred  to  are  sufficient  to  show,  that  the  purpose  for  which 
this  tax  was  authorized  must  be  regarded,  as  respects  Mobile, 
as  looaL  That  it  extends  beyond  the  city,  and  even  without  die 
limits  of  the  State,  is  no  objection  to  this  view.  The  question 
is^  has  the  city  interest  in  its  completion  1 — are  the  local  inter- 
ests of  its  inhabitants  to  be  advanced,  its  real  estate  to  be  in- 
creased in  value,  its  commerce  augmented,  its  boundaries  to  be 
extended,  its  population  increased,  and  its  business  generally  to 
be  enlarged,  by  the  increased  facilities  of  travel  and  intercom- 
munication which  the  road  will  afford  1  The  Legislature  of  the 
State,  and  a  majority  of  three-fifths  of  its  taxable  inhabitants, 
bate  answered  some  or  all  of  these  question  in  the  affirmative, 
by  enacting  and  enforcing  the  tax ;  and  it  is  not  for  the  court 
to  say  that  the  decision  which  they  have  made  is  an  unwise  or 
impolitic  one. 

Tne  removal  of  the  bar  in  the  James  River  above  Warwick, 
although  without  the  city  of  Richmond,  was  nevertheless  a  cor- 
porate act,  as  its  effects  would  greatly  redound  to  the  interest 
of  Uie  city. — Ooddin  v.  Crump,  supra.  The  aqueduct  which 
fomislies  the  water  for  the  easement  now  taxed,  has  its  com- 
laencemietft  several  miles  out  of  the  city ;  but  will  any  one  con- 
ttod  that  its  erection  is  not  a  corporate  act  ?  Certainly  not. 
But  it  is  us^ss  to  discuss  the  point  further.  Every  one  most 
otOMede  the  aivantage  which  will  result  to  a  commercial  city, 
Ihntt  apening  up  a  great  thorough^fare  for  its  commerce ;  and 
Aeat  advantages  will,  doubtless,  more  than  compensate  fnr  the 
eaepsuditars  wfakb  tlio  city  will  make  towards  the  prosecution  of 
lbs  work.  The  certainly  of  the  result,  however,  is  a  matter 
irkkh  tte  ftttare  $!kM  can  develop  -,  the  probabilities  of  its 
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•aecMsfol  issue  can  better  be  determined  hj  thme  who  have 
decided  to  bew  the  burden,  in  anticipation  of  the  fiature  bea^- 
fits,  than  by  this  court.  Thus  much  upon  tiie  cooatitutional 
question. 

8.  But  it  is  argued,  that  Mr.  Stem  is  not  to  be  taxed  for 
these  water  works,  because  they  cannot  be  regarded  as  otttl 
estate.  This  proposition,  like  the  one  first  noticed,  is  sub- 
stantially covered  by  the  previous  decision  of  this  courts  in  the 
case  of  Stein  v.  The  Mayor  &c.  of  Moble,  17  Ab.  2U.  If, 
however,  the  question  was  ui  open  one,  we  should  not  hesiiate 
to  declare,  that  the  easement  should  be  classed  as  real  tsMe* 

The  pipes  are  imbedded  in  the  ground  ;  they  lead  from^  aol 
are  connected  with,  the  reservoir  on  the  land  of  Stein.  These 
pipes  cannot  be  raised  and  severed  from  the  land,  without  re* 
moving  the  soil;  they  are,  therefore,  clearly  fixtures. — Gray  on 
Fixtures  2 ;  Gibbons'  Law  of  Fixtures  15.  That  a  portion  of 
them  run  under  the  public  streets  by  the  license  of  the  city, 
and  that  the  reservoir  is  without  the  limits  of  Mobile,  makes  no 
difference.  We  must  look  to  the  nature  of  the  works,  and  de* 
termine  their  character  when  viewed  as  a  whole.  The  aqueducts, 
the  reservoir,  the  land  on  which  it  is  located,  the  pipes  and 
appliances  for  conducting  the  water  to  the  various  houses,  and 
its  distribution,  all  connected,  can  with  no  piopricty  of  speech 
be  called  personal  estate  i  but  the  materials,  thus  united,  are 
fixtures,  and  the  exclusive  right  to  vend  the  water,  as  predicated 
upon  this  combination,  is  an  easement  or  franchise,  incorporeal, 
yet  partaking  of  the  nature  of  the  subject-matter  to  which  it 
is  attached,  and  is  therefore  properly  classed  as  real  estate. 

In  The  Providence  Gas  Company  v.  Thasher,  2  Bhode  Isl. 
R.  15,  it  was  held,  that  pipes  laid  in  the  streets  of  a  city  by  a 
gas  company,  under  a  grant  in  their  charter,  are  fixtures,  and 
taxable  as  real  estate.  The  court  said,  with  respect  to  the  right 
which  the  company  took  under  their  charter,  ^^we  think, 
when  exercised,  it  is  an  easement ;  an  incorporeal  hereditament, 
like  the  righi  of  a  railroad  company  to  build  and  occupy  their 
road,  or  a  canal  company  their  canal,  under  the  proyisions  in 
their  charter.'' 

We  are  of  opinion^  that  Mr.  -Stein,  being  the  owner  of  this 
franchise  for  twenty  years,  and  in  perpetuity  unless  redeemed  by 
the  oi^  after  that  period,  and  sole  recipient  of  the  profits  Mdf# 
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iog  from  these  works  for  the  term  mentioned  in  his  lease,  as  con- 
firmed by  the  act  of  the  Legislature,  should  be  held  responsible 
for  the  taxes,  having  made  no  provision  against  his  liability  in 
his  contract  with  the  city,  and  securing  no  exemption  in  the 
law  which  confirms  his  lease. — ^18  Penn.  R.  822 ;  11  Iredell 
624*  Whether  he  has  not  been  over-assessed,  is  a  question 
not  brought  before  us,  and  one  on  which  we' express  no  opinion. 
Without  extending  this  opinion  farther  by  a  citation  of  the 
various  authorities,  most  of  which  will  be  found  on  the  brieb  of 
the  counsel,  and  which  we  havo  examined,  we  conclude  that 
there  is  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the  judgment  is  consequently 
affirmed. 


I  ^    022, 
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WARE  vs.  CARTLEDGE. 


1.  In  Blander  for  words  spoken  which  are  actionable  in  themselTes,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  aver  in  the  declaration  the  name  of  the  person  to  whom,  or  in 
whose  presence,  they  were  spoken. 

2.  Evidence  of  the  defendant's  wealth  is  not  admissible  for  the  plaintiir  in  as 
action  of  slander. 

8^  Where  the  words  spoken  impute  to  plaintiff  (an  onmarried  female)  a  want 
of  chastity,  eyidence  of  other  acts  and  words  on  the  part  of  defendant,  com- 
mitted and  spoken  subsequent  to  the  speaking  of  the  words  charged,  hnt 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  implying  a  want  of  chastity  oo  the 
part  of  plaintiff,  and  Indicating  a  desire  to  harrass,  insolt  and  d^;rade  her. 
bnt  not  forming  of  themselyes  a  separate  caose  of  action,  are  admlssihle  ftr 
pUuntiff  to  show  malice. 

4.  An  infant  cannot  appoint  an  agent,  nor  make  any  binding  contract  hi 
relation  to  the  compromise  of  slanderous  words  epoken  of  him,  if,  on  coanng 
of  fall  age^  he  think  proper  to  disavow  and  annul  it 

Erbor  to  the  Circnit  Conrt  of  Tallapoosa. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Robert  Douohebty. 


This  was  an  action  of  slander  for  words  spoken  impuliag  to 
the  plaintiff  a  want  of  chastity ;  she  being  an  unmarried  woman 
mider  the  age  of  twenty-one  yearsi  and  soing  by  her  nextfiisDd. 
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There  was  a  demurrer  to  the  declaration,  which  was  ovenraled. 
The  several  rulings  of  the  court  on  the  trial,  to  whidi  excep- 
tions wjre  taken,  are  set  out  in  the  opinion. 

Rice  &  Morgan,  for  plaintiff  in  error : 

1.  The  declaration  is  defectiro,  because  it  contains  no  suffi- 
cient averment  of  the  publication  of  the  words.  The  discourse 
is  limited  to  one  — — ,  and  there  is  no  averment  of  the  pres- 
ence of  others.  ^^  It  is  insufficient  to  aver  that  the  words  were 
spoken,  without  stating  them  to  have  been  spoken  in  the  pres- 
ence of  some  one,  or  without  some  averment  which  necessarily 
implied  a  publication  to  a  third  per8on."*-*Starkie  on  Slander, 
p.  265  (860). 

2.  Evidence  of  the  amount  of  defendant's  wealth,  was  improp- 
erly admitted.  The  mere  ownership  of  twenty  thousand 
dollars  worth  of  property,  is  not  legal  evidence  of  the  owner's 
rank  and  influence  in  society.  Gr^enleaf  and  Starkie  agree, 
that  the  defendant's  ability  to  pay  is  not  a  legitimate  inquiry 
in  an  action  of  slander,  and  the  courts  of  New  Jersey  agree 
with  them  ;  and  this  conclusion  is  fortified  by  the  general  prin^ 
ciples  regulating  the  assessment  of  damages. — Green.  Ev.  § 
269 ;  Starkie  on  Slander,  p.  402;  Coxe's  (N.  J.)  R.  77,  80 ; 
Seay  v.  Greenwood,  21  Ala.  495  ;  Jones  v.  Donnell,  18  ib, 
490.  Opposed  to  this  array  of  principles  and  authorities,  one 
or  two  States  have,  without  reason,  and  contrary  to  principle, 
adopted  a  different  rule.  Case  v.  Marks,  20  Conn.  248,  shakes 
the  force  of  Bennett  v.  Hyde,  6  Conn,  and  in  Morris  v.  Barker, 
4  Harr.  R.  520,  it  was  expressly  held,  that  the  defendant's 
circumstances  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  in  an  action  of 
slander.  Again ;  if  the  plaintiff,  in  such  an  action,  claims 
increased  damages  from  the  fact  that  defendant  is  wealthy, 
that  fact  ought  to  bo  averred  in  the  declaration.—  Donnell  v. 
Jones,  13  Ala.  490  ;  Seay  v.  Greenwood,  21  ib.  496. 

3.  When  several  pleas  are  filed,  and  issue  is  taken  on  each 
plea,  if  one  of  them  is  proved  by  the  evidence,  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  a  verdict  on  that  plea.  The  court,  therefore,  erred 
in  its  charge. — Galium  v.  Bank,  4  Ala.  89. 

4.  Each  portion  of  the  evidence  objected  to  should  have  been 
excluded.  The  presumption  of  malice,  sought  to  be  drawn 
from  saeh  evidence,  is  strained  and  far-fetehed. 
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L.  £•  Pajelsons  and  J.  E.  Belbkr,  centra  : 

I4  Tb#re  wm  no  enroir  in  allowiDg  evidenoe  of  the  Tahe  of 
defendant's  property  :  it  was  one  means  of  enabling  tbe  jury 
to  judge  of  his  rank  and  condition  of  life,  and  about  the  only 
one  which  can  be  fixed  on  witii  any  certainty.  It  is  esqnreesiy 
decided  to  be  I^gal  evidence,  in  numerous  cases,  and  with 

a  view  to  vindictiye  damages.— Adcock  v.  < — ,  8  Iredell 

865$  Bluett  t.  Hyde,  6  Conn.  24  ;  20  ib.  260;  3  Pick. 
876  ;  16  ib.  606 ;  8  Mass.  646 ;  7  Pick.  86 ;  2  Oreen.  £▼.  §  89. 

2.  To  diow  actual  malice,  publication  of  the  slander  made 
more  than  six  months  before,  and  after  the  action  was  com- 
BMticed>  may  be  proved. — Morgan  v.  Livingston,  2  Rich.  678. 

LIOON,  J. — ^The  demurrer  to  the  declaration,  and  to  eadi 
eount  of  it,  was  correctly  overruled.  The  only  objection  taken 
to  it  as  a  whole,  or  to  any  of  its  several  counts,  is,  that  in  that 
portion  of  it  in  which  the  speaking  and  publishing  of  tbe  slan- 
derous words  is  averred,  they  are  averred  to  have  been  spoken 
in  the  presence  d£  a  person  whose  name  Is  left  blank.  The 
words  spoken  are  actionable  in  themselves,  and  it  is  sufficient 
to  aver  that  they  were  spoken  and  published  of  and  concerning 
the  plaintiff*  This  averment  necessarily  implies  the  presence  of 
some  one,  to  whom,  or  in  Whose  presence,  publicity  was  given  to 
the  charge.  The  name  of  such  person,  if  set  forth  in  the  decla- 
ration, would  not  render  it  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove 
that  the  words  were  spoken  to  him,  or  in  his  presence,  before 
she  would  be  entitled  to  recover ;  but  if  the  testimony  showed 
that  they  were  spoken  to  another  and  a  differ^t  individual,  it 
would  suffice.  The  injury  complained  of  is,  not  that  the  defam- 
atory words  were  spoken  to  this  or  that  individual,  but  that 
publicity  had  been  maliciously  given  by  the  defendant  to  a  false 
charge  against  theplamtiff. — Taylor  v.  How,  Cro.  Elis.  861 ; 
Starkie  on  Slander,  460. 

2.  On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  prove,  that  the 
defendant  had  in  his  possession  property  of  the  value  of  twenqr 
thousand  dollars.  To  the  admission  of  this  proof  the  defendant 
objected  ;  but  his  objection  was  overruled,  and  he  excepted. 

We  suppose  this  proof  was  offered  for  the  purpose  of  inducing 
the  jury  to  imply  that  the  defendant's  wealth  entitled  him  to  a 
more  exalted  position  in  society  than  less  wealthy  persona 
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would  ooeapy,  and  thereby  rendered  his  slanders  more  witheriiig 
and  blasting  in  their  consequences,  than  they  would  be  if 
uttered  by  one  whose  estate  was  not  so  large. 

We  are  aware  that  in  many  actions  for  tartsj  in  which  vin- 
dictive damages  are  allowed  to  be  given  by  the  jury,  proof  of  the 
value  c^the  defendant's  estate  has  been  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury, 
both  in  England  and  the  United  States  ;  but  this  rule  is  by  no 
means  universal.  Conflicting  authorities  upon  the  subject  are 
to  be  found  both  in  English  and  American  books. 

In  James  v.  Biddington,  6  Carr.  &  Payne  689  (26  Oem. 
Law  Rep.  668),  which  was  an  action  for  criminal  conversation 
widi  Ae  plaintiff's  wifs,  Baron  Alderson  ruled  out  such  pro<^, 
but  adnntted  that,  in  some  cases,  it  had  been  received ;  he 
thought,  however,  it  should  be  confined  to  actions  for  the  breach 
of  promise  of  marriage.  In  Bennett  v.  Hyde,  6  Conn.  24,  it 
was  received  for  the  purpose  of  bcreasing  the  damages,  upon 
the  ground  that  wealth  gave  increased  importance  to  the  words 
of  the  slanderer.  While  in  Case  v.  Marks,  20  Conn.  248,  the 
court,  without  expressly  overruling  Bennett  v.  Hyde,  stgriray 
doubts  the  propriety  of  the  rule  there  laid  down,  and  seriously 
questions  the'soundness  of  the  reasoning  on  which  it  is  founded. 
In  Adcock  v.  Marsh,  8  Iredell  (N.  C)  Rep.  860,  which  was  an 
action  of  slander,  such  proof  was  received,  but  solely  upon  the 
supposed  existence  of  a  general  rule  in  England,  which  allowed 
it  in  all  actions  in  which  vindictive  damages  can  be  given. 

The  contrariety  of  decision  as  to  its  admissibility,  disproves 
the  existence  of  any  such  general  rule,  and  leaves  the  question 
as  yet  an  open  one ;  it  is  certainly  so  in  this  court*  We  are 
inclined  to  believe,  that  this  rule  can  only  be  applied  univer- 
sally in  actions  for  breach  of  marriage  promise.  In  these,  the 
estate  of  the  defendant  may  well  be  considered,  as  it  tends  to 
show  what  loss  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  by  the  breach  of 
promise  complained  of. — James  v.  Biddington,  supra.  This 
reason,  however,  does  not  apply  to  actions  of  slander,  in  which 
the  falsehood  of  the  words,  and  the  malice  with  which  they  were 
spoken,  form  the  gist  of  the  action,  and  are  generally  the  only 
points  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings. 

In  Bennett  v.  Hyde,  supra,  C.  J.  Hosmer  bases  the  admis- 
sibiltty  of  such  proof  upon  the  supposed  existence  of  the  fact, 
that "  great  wealth  is  generally  attended  with  correspondent 
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inflaoDce ;  and  little  iofluenco  is  the  nsaal  conoomitant  of  Utile 
property." 

It  would  seeooi  that,  if  such  proof  is  allowable  in  order  to 
aggravate  the  damages  in  such  cases,  when  the  defendant  is 
wealthy,  common  justice  would  require,  that  a  converse  mle 
should  prevail  in  the  case  of  poor  defendants,  and  they  should 
be  allowed  to  give  their  poverty  in  evidence  to  mitigate  the 
damages.  Yet  nearly  all  the  books  declare,  that  this  is  not  the 
case,  and  cdtnmon  sense  revolts  at  the  idea  of  its  adoption. 
For  sad  would  be  the  fate  of  that  country,  whose  laws  conceded 
to  the  insolvent  bully,  seducer,  or  slanderer,  the  privilege  of  perpe- 
trating his  wrongs  with  comparative  impunity,  under  the  assu* 
rauce  that,  when  sued  for  his  practices,  the  damages  would  be 
graduated  to  his  present  ability  to  pay  them,  and  consequently 
would  be  merely  nominal.  No  sound  principle  of  law  tolerates 
such  a  practice — Coxe's  (N.  J.)  Rep.  77,  80;  Morris  v. 
Barker,  4  Harrington's  (Del.)  Rep.  520 ;  Case  v.  Marks,  supra. 

That  wealth  often  forms  one  element  in  fixing  a  man's  position 
and  elevation  in  society,  may  be  conceded  to  be  very  generally 
true ;  but  that  this  alone  confers  high  rank,  and  gives  ex^-ensive 
personal  and  social  itifluence,  is  disproved  by  ouNlaily  observa- 
tion. Its  possessors  are  often  found  among  the  most  despised, 
and  least  influential  among  us.  While,  on  the  other  hand,  rank, 
influence,  and  power,  are  all  combined  in  persons  of  very  incon- 
siderable estate. 

When  this  proof  is  admitted,  it  is  upon  the  presumption, 
that  wealth  gives  influence.  Thus,  the  plaintiff  is  allowed  to 
prove  the  wealth,  that  the  jury  may  infer  the  influence ;  a  con- 
clusion, in  many  cases,  by  no  means  legitimate.  If  the  plaintiff 
is  allowed  to  prove  the  neighborhood  estimate  of  the  defendant's 
estate,  or  the  quantity,  kind  and  value  of  his  property,  to  show 
his  wealth,  should  not  the  latter  be  allowed  to  show,  that  he  is 
largely  indebted,  and  that  if  his  debts  were  paid  he  would  be 
poor '?  Again  ;  should  he  not  be  allowed  to  show  also  that, 
although  his  estate  was  large,  his  influence  was  smalH  We 
mention  these  considerations,  for  the  purpose,  not  only  of  show- 
ing the  unsoundness  of  the  rule  under  which  the  court  below 
received  this  proof,  but  also  to  show  how  inconvenient  such  a 
rule  would  be  in  practice,  if  the  principle  upon  which  it  rests 
should  be  extended  to  other  matters,  to  which,  in  common  juaticoi 
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tbey  should  be  extended,  and  to  which  they  are  equally  appli- 
cable* Numberless  collateral  issues  would  necessarily  arisen 
to  withdraw  the  attention  of  the  jury  freia  the  main  one,  and, 
in  many  cases,  lead  to  injustice.  For  these  reasons,  we  esteem 
it  unsafe,  and  cannot  adopt  it. 

The  wealth  or  poverty  of  the  defendant  has  nothing  to  do  with 
his  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  slander,  nor  does  it  tend  to  show 
malice,  or  the  want  of  it,  in  uttering  the  words  complained  of; 
it  is,  therefore,  wholly  irreloyant.  For  these  reasons  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  court  erred  in  permitting  the  testimony  to  go 
to  the  jury«~2  Oreenleaf 's  Ev.  221, 222,  §  269. 

8.  On  the  trial,  after  proving  the  utterance  and  publication 
of  the  slander  as  it  is  laid  in  the  declaration,  the  plaintiff  offered 
to  prove,  in  order  to  show  express  malice  in  the  defendant,  that 
after  the  words  complained  of  had  been  spoken,  and  before  the 
suit  was  brought,  he  did,  on  two  occasions,  in  presence  of  other 
persons,  so  act  and  speak  to  her,  as  to  imply  that  she  was 
unchaste,  and  a  common  strumpet ;  neither  the  words  used  on 
such  occasions,  nor  the  act  done,  forming,  of  themselves,  a 
separate  cause  of  action,  but  indicating  a  desire  to  harrass, 
insult,  and  oppress  the  plaintiff's  feelings,  and  to  degrade  her  in 
society.  The  court  allowed  the  conduct  and  words  of  the 
defendant  in  this  respect  to  go  to  the  jury ;  to  which  the  defend* 
ant  excepted.  The  acts  and  words  thus  proved  are  much  too 
gross  and  brutal  to  find  a  record  in  this  opinion,  and  could  only 
arise  from  a  malice  which  would  be  satisfied  with  nothing  shott 
of  the  utter  degradation  of  its  victim.  It  is  deeply  to  be 
deplored  that  this  purpose,  so  apparent,  had  not  been  seen  by 
the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  trial  below,  and 
thus  the  recoids  of  this  court  might  have  been  freed  from  the 
foul  and  vulgar  blot  which  their  recital  in  the  bill  of  exceptions 
has  indelibly  placed  upon  them.  It  is  painful  and  offensive  to 
read  the  recital,  and  leads  us  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  defend- 
ant is  capable  of  descending  to  any  depths  of  moral  degradation, 
if  by  that  means  his  malice  against  the  plaintiff  could  be  grat- 
ified, and  she  become  degraded  in  the  estimation  of  those  who 
were  the  witnesses  of  his  words  and  conduct.  The  court  below 
did  not  err  in  allowing  either  portion  of  this  proof  to  go  to  the 
jury,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  express  malice  on  the  part  of 
tbt  d«ftiidaBt.«-*8  Pick.  876;  2  Richardson  578. 
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4.  It  appears  that  the  plaintiff  it  oa  tt&married  womao, 
onder  the  age  of  twenty-OQe  years,  aod  has  no  guardian*  On 
the  trial,  the  defen^^t,  aoKODg  other  thuoga,  pleaded  aeoord  and 
aatisfaetion ;  and  under  this  pica,  he  oflbred  to  prove  the  pay- 
ment to  the  brother-in-law  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  sum  off  $30  00, 
as  an  agreed  compensation  for  injury  complained  of.  He  also 
ofiered  some  pnx^  tending  to  show  that  the  brother-in-law  was 
anthoriied  by  the  plaintiff  to  make  this  compromise,  and  accept 
this  satisfactim.  The  proof  on  diis  subject  was  contradictcry, 
and  the  brother-in-law  deposed  that  he  had  no  authority  from 
the  plaintiff  to  make  the  comiNromise.  The  court  charged  die 
jury,  on  this  part  of  the  ease,  ^^  that  if  tihey  helieved  the  plain- 
tiff to  he  under  twenty-<one  years  ef  age,  at  the  time  the  coai- 
promise  was  made  and  the  satmfaction  receiyed  by  Harns  (her 
brother-in-law),  and  attiie  commencement  of  this  suit,  they 
could  not  find  for  the  deffendaat  on  Uie  issue  of  accord  and  satis- 
faetbn."    To  this  charge  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  charge  is  correct.  An  infisnt  emmot  appoint  an  agent, 
nor  make  a  contract  binding  on  himself,  in  relation  to  matters 
like  those  here  involved,  if,  on  coming  of  fall  age,  he  think 
proper  to  disavow  and  annul  it.  Had  the  proof  on  this  part  of 
the  case  been  clear  as  to  the  plaintiff's  assent  to  the  compro- 
mise, still  the  charge  is  correct,  as  such  an  agreement  would 
not  bind  her. 

For  the  error  heretofoitt  noted,  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


R.  W.  SMITH  A  CO.  v.  MALLORT'S  BX*R. 

1.  Partnenyp  creditors  are  not  eatitled  to  than /MniNwmwfth  the  8^^ 
creditors  in  the  estate  of  a  deceased  partner,  wheaitisiaaaOoieiit  to  pay  its 
separate  debts,  and  the  saniving  copartner,  though  insolvent,  has  a  jobit 
fond  in  his  hands. 

2.  The  ol^t  of  the  act  of  1839  (Clay's  Digest  824  §  67),  was  not  to  alfect  in 
anywsytheri^hlswUoha  wpaiate  oisditor  had  agdnit  the  satate  of  the 
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itooeaaed  pHiMr,  Imt  simply  to  allow  the  pwinenhip  ortditor  to  «nerl  hk 
okuBi  «|piwrt  mob  eBtole  In  a  ooori  of  law,  iiutead  of  morthig  to  a  court 
of  equity. 
8.  The  act  of  1843  was  intended  to  make  all  the  debta  equal  in  degree— to 
place  simple  contract  debte  on  the  aame  footing  with  debts  by  judgment  and 
flpedalty;  hatitwasnotintendedtofastennpon  theestato,  tothepr^M^o^ 
of  npaimte  craditon  who  had  a  saperior  equitable  and  legil  right,  daima 
which,  without  reference  to  the  statoto,  could  not  haye  been  anerted  against 
the  estate,  either  at  law  or  in  equity. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Probate  of  Mobile. 

Thb  estate  of  Oeorge  M.  Mallory  having  been  declared 
insolvent,  the  appellants,  Robert  W.  Smith  &  Co.,  filed  as  a 
claim  against  his  estate  certain  notes  which  they  held  against 
the  firm  of  Qeorge  M.  Mallory  &  Co.,  which  was  composed 
of  said  Mallory  and  one  John  Meldrum.  On  the  trial  of 
the  case,  it  was  admitted  that  these  notes  were  ezecnted  by 
said  firm,  during  the  lifetime  of  said  Mallory,  in  the  usual 
course  of  their  business ;  that  the  appellants  had  brought 
suit  on  them,  after  the  death  of  Mallory,  against  said  Mel- 
drum, the  surviving  partner,  and  had  obtained  a  judgment 
against  him  for  the  amount  due  ;  and  that  an  execution  had 
been  issued  on  this  judgment,  and  returned  "no  property 
found." 

In  support  of  their  claim,  the  appellants  offered  the  depo- 
sition of  said  John  Meldrum,  who  testified,  that  he  became  a 
member  of  the  firm  of  George  M.  Mallory  &  Co.  in  March, 
1851 ;  that  said  firm  was  engaged  in  the  commission  busi- 
ness, and  also  bought  bagging  and  rope ;  that  the  partner- 
ship continued  until  the  death  of  Mallory,  which  occurred  on 
the  first  of  January,  1852  ;  that  said  Mallory  was  consider- 
ably indebted  at  the  time  of  the  formation  of  said  partner- 
ship ;  that  his  capital  principally  consisted  of  a  plantation 
and  negroes  in  Qreene  County,  Alabama  ;  that  Mallory  sta- 
ted to  him  that  he  intended  to  sell  said  plantation  and  ne- 
groes at  an  early  day,  convert  them  into  money,  and  bring  it 
into  his  business ;  that  there  was  but  little  cash  in  the  con- 
cern, and  this  statement  of  Mallory  was  the  inducement  for 
witness'  forming  said  partnership,  and  otherwise  he  would 
not  have  entered  into  it ;  that  he  was  Mallory's  book-keeper 
ai  the  time  of  the  formation  of  said  partnership,  and  the 
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same  set  of  books  was  continued  after  its  formation ;  that 
there  was,  when  witness  took  charge  of  Mallory's  books,  ui 
account  with  Mallory's  said  plantation,  by  which  the  planta- 
tion was  indebted  to  said  Mallory  in  a  large  amount ;  that 
this  account  was  continued  up  to  the  time  of  the  formation 
of  the  partnership,  when  the  plantation  was  still  largely  in 
debt ;  that  the  same  account  was  then  continued  with  (George 
M.  Mallory  &  Co.,  and  at  the  time  of  the  dissolution  of  said 
firm  there  was  a  balance  against  said  plantation  of  about 
$6,000  or  $7,000 ;  that  said  firm  was  insolvent  at  the  time 
of  dissolution,  and  witness  was  then,  and  has  continued,  and 
is  now,  unable  to  pay  the  debts  of  said  firm;  that  after  Mal- 
lory's death  witness  paid  some  confidential  debts  of  the  firm, 
amounting  in  all  to  several  thousand  dollars,  with  the  assets 
of  the  firm,  and  a  large  amount  of  these  confidential  debts 
is  still  due  ;  that  the  assets  realized  by  the  firm,  after  Mal- 
lory's death,  without  considering  the  debts  due  by  the  firm, 
were  some  $10,000  or  $15,000,  a  part  of  which  was  employed 
in  paying  off  confidential  debts,  as  aforesaid. 

Said  Meldrum  further  testified,  on  cross  examination,  that 
he  has  no  individual  claim  against  said  Mallory's  estate,  and 
will  be  benefited  only  so  £a.r  as  the  partnership  debts  may  be 
paid  by  his  estate,  and  witness  thus  exonerated ;  that  he 
wound  up  the  business  of  the  firm  after  its  dissolution,  and 
received  and  sold  cotton  for  its  customers,  which  had  been 
promised  to  the  firm  before  Mallory's  death,  on  some  of 
which  the  firm  had  made  advances  or  acceptances  ;  that  he 
has  received  commissions  on  this  cotton,  for  which  he  has 
never  accounted  with  the  executor,  and  has  never  had  any 
settlement  with  him. 

On  this  proof,  the  appellants  moved  the  court  to  allow 
their  claim  against  said  Mallory's  estate,  and  to  order  it  to 
be  paid  equally  and  rateably  with  the  other  separate  and 
partnership  creditors ;  which  motion  the  court  refused  to 
grant,  and  decided  that  all  the  individual  creditors  of  the 
estate  should  be  paid  in  full  before  the  partnership  creditors 
could  receive  anything.  The  appellants  excepted  to  this 
ruling  of  the  court,  and  they  now  assign  it  for  error. 

William  G.  Jones,  for  the  appellant : 

1.  This  case,  it  is  submitted,  is  fully  covered  and  settledi 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


JUNE  TERM,  1854> 881 

R.  W.  Smith  k  Co.  v-  Mftllory*^  Kx'r, 

in  favor  of  the  appellants  by  the  decision  of  this  court  in  die 
case  of  Emanuel  v.  Bird,  19  Ala.  696.  In  that  case  there 
was  a  partnership  fund  ;  so  what  is  said  about  there  not  be- 
ing any  partnership  fund,  is  merely  an  obiter  dictum. 

2.  It  is  supposed  that  this  case  can  be  distinguished  from 
that)  on  the  alleged  ground,  that  in  that  case  there  was  no 
partnership  fund,  whilst  in  this  there  was  at  one  time  some 
partnership  fund,  to  which  the  partnership  creditors  might 
resort:  But  under  the  proof  in  this  case,  there  was  no 
ground,  in  fact,  for  such  distinction.  The  plaintiffs,  in  their 
affidayit,  made  on  filing  their  claim,  expressly  state  that  Mel- 
drum,  the  surviving  partner,  is  insolvent;  thus  showing  their 
right  to  proceed  against  the  executor  of  the  deceased  part- 
ner, under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  in  Clay's  Digest  324 
§  67.  The  allegation  of  Meldrum's  insolvency  is  not  denied 
by  the  executor ;  neither  does  the  executor,  by  his  objection 
filed  to  the  claim,  pretend  or  allege  that  there  was  any  part- 
nership property  or  effects  to  which  the  plaintiffs  could 
resort.  The  objection  does  not  present  any  legal  valid 
defence  against  the  claim.  But  the  plaintiffs,  in  fact,  pro- 
ceeded against  the  surviving  partner,  and  obtained  judgment 
against  him,  on  which  execution  was  returned  ^^nuUabona*;* 
thus  proving,  legally,  the  insolvency  of  the  firm  and  the  sur- 
viving partner,  and  bringing  themselves  fully  within  the 
statute  'above  referred  to.  Besides  this  proof,  Meldrum 
himself  was  examined  as  a  witness,  and  proved  positively 
the  insolvency  of  the  firm  and  his  own  insolvency. 

3.  The  statutes  of  Alabama  (Clay's  Dig.  323  §  63 ;  ib. 
324  §  67  ;  i&-  192  §  2)  have  materially  changed  the  common 
law,  as  to  the  liability  of  the  estate  of  deceased  partners  for 
partnership  debts.  Previous  to  the  passage  of  these  statutes, 
a  partnership  debt  was  considered,  at  law,  as  only  joint, 
and  not  joint  and  several.  As  a  consequence  of  this,  a 
partnership  creditor  could  not  sue  one  of  the  partners :  he 
was  obliged  to  sue  all.  If  one  died,  the  creditor  could  only 
sue  the  survivor,  and  had  no  right  of  action  against  the 
representatives  of  the  deceased  partner,  at  law.  This  is  all 
changed  by  these  statutes.  Now  the  debt  is  expressly  made 
joint  and  several ;  either  one  or  more  of  the  partners  may 
be  sued,  if  all  are  living ;  and  if  one  die,  his  executor  or  ad* 
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mmistrator  may  be  sued  at  law,  on  affidavit  of  the  inBol 
vency  of  the  survivor  being  filed,  as  was  done  in  this  case, 
or  even  without  such  affidavit. — Clay's  Dig.  324  §  67.  Our 
laws  in  relation  to  insolvent  e&tates  provide  fbr  the  payment 
of  all  debts  of  the  decedent  equally,  and  pari  passu.  A 
debt  against  a  partnership,  having  been  made  joint  and  sev- 
eral, is  as  much  a  debt  against  the  decedent  as  any  other 
note  made  by  him  and  another  would  be.  It  is  embraced  in 
these  laws. — 19  Ala.,  supra. 

4.  This  construction  has  been  put  upon  similar  statutes  of 
other  States. — Spring's  case,  1  Ashm.  347  j  5  S.  A;  R.  78;  6 
Ohio  Rep.  103  ;  7  S.  &  M.  28  ;  8  Martin,  N.  S.,  599  ;  La. 
Cond.  Law  Rep.  631 ;  Martin  &  Yerger  399  ;  1  American 
Leading  Cases  326;  10  Met.;  5  Cranch;  2  R.  A  M.  494. 

6.  It  will  be  observed,  that  the  only  objection  made  by  the 
executor  to  the  claim,  was,  that  it  was  a  partnership  debt, 
without  alleging  that  there  was  any  partnership  fund  or  any 
solvent  surviving  partner.  It  vas,  therefore,  no  answer  to 
the  claim  ;  at  all  events,  the  burthen  to  prove  that  there  was 
a  partnership  fund  or  a  solvent  surviving  partner,  was  on 
them. 

6.  Though  there  may  have  been  some  funds  of  the  firm  at 
the  death  of  Mallory,  yet  there  were  none  at  the  time  of 
settlement ;  and  that  is  the  time  to  which  the  court  should 
look. 

7.  It  is  contended,  that  under  our  statutes,  the  partnership 
creditors  have  a  right  to  proceed  against  the  representatives 
of  the  deceased  partner,  no  matter  what  may  be  the  condi- 
tion of  the  firm,  or  the  surviving  partner,  as  to  solvency. 

8.  The  proof  makes  out  a  prima  fade  legal  claim,  and  the 
anus  probandi  was  on  the  executor,  to  show  facts  sufficient  to 
discharge  the  estate.    This  proof  he  has  not  made. 

A.  F.  HoPKiirs,  contra  : 

The  general  rule  which  regulates  the  right  to  priority  of  pay- 
ment, as  between  the  partnership  creditors  and  the  separate 
creditors  of  the  deceased  partner,  is  the  same  in  equity  as  m 
bankruptcy.  The  rule  secures  to  joint  creditors  the  right  of 
priority  of  payment  out  of  the  joint  estate,  ai^d  to  separate 
creditors  a  like  priority  of  payment  out  of  the  separate  estatt 
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of  the  deeeased  partner — Story  on  Partnership,  ^  §  868,  876) 
880 ;  GoU.  Part.  776,  ^  920 ;  19  Ala.  602.  Tbe  only  one  of 
three  exceptions  to  this  general  rale,  whioh  it  is  now  neoessarj 
to  notiee,  is,  that  if  there  had  been  no  partnership  effects  at  tiie 
death  of  Mallory,  the  sorriTing  partner  being  inaolTeiit,  the 
joint  creditors  would  be  entitled  to  share  with  Mallory's  sepafate 
creditors  in  his  individoal  estate. — Story's  Part.  §  878. — 
While  it  is  admitted  that  the  surviving  partner  is  inaolTeot,  he 
proves  that  tbe  assets  of  the  firm,  at  Mallory's  death,  wwe 
from  $10,000  to  $16,000,  and  that  with  these  he  has  paid  part* 
nership  debts  to  the  amount  of  $6,000  or  $6,000. 

A  joint  estate,  however  small,  secures  to  the  separate  eredi** 
tors  ^e  right  to  priority  of  payment  out  of  the  separate  estate 
of  the  deceased  partner.— Story  on  Partnership,  §  880 ;  OoU« 
Part  §  926.  A  partnership  fund  to  the  amount  of  five  pounds 
has  been  decided  to  be  a  complete  bar  to  an  application  for  pay- 
ment by  the  partnership  creditors  out  of  the  separate  estate 
of  the  deceased  partner,  even  though  such  joint  fund  had  been 
created  by  the  separate  creditor's  purchasing  some  of  the  part- 
nership assets,  actually  worthless,  <fflly  for  the  purpose  of  erea>- 
ting  such  joint  fund.— Coll.  Part.  §  926,  p.  779.  The  fore<« 
going  principles  of  law  are  recognised  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Alabama,  in  the  esse  of  Emanuel  v.  Bird,  19  Ala.  608,  where 
the  joint  creditors  were  allowed  to  share  with  the  separate 
creditors  in  tbe  individual  estate  of  the  deceased  partner,  <m 
the  express  ground  that  there  was  no  partnership  fund  at  the 
death  of  tbe  partner,  and  that  tbe  surviving  partners  were 
insolvent.— 19  Ala.  603 ;  1  Hare  &  Wallace,  pp.  812  to  321* 
Several  of  the  joint  creditors,  and  among  them  R.  W.  Smith  Ac 
Co.,  have  received  part  payment  of  their  debts  out  of  tbe  part- 
nership fund,  and  yet  they  now  claim  to  share  equally  with  the 
separate  creditors  in  the  separate  estate  of  Mallory. 

This  is  a  judicial  proceeding,  and  accomplishes  the  object  d 
a  suit.  The  principle  is  well  settled,  that  if  a  joint  creditiNr 
sue  out  a  joint  Jiaiy  he  thereby  binds  himself  to  resort  to  the 
joint  property  only ;  and  the  rule  is  the  same,  where  a  Jlat  is 
issued,  on  the  application  of  a  joint  creditor,  against  the  sur- 
viving partner.  Smith,  therefore,  by  suing  and  recovering  a 
judgment  against  tbe  surviving  partner,  barred  any  claim,  under 
msj  oircamstanees,  whiisb  he  might  have  had  iigainst  the  tfni^ 
41 
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riate  esUto  of  Mallory.— Coll.  Part.  §  926;  Story's  Part' 
§379.  It  has  been  determined  in  Maryland,  that  partnership 
ereditors  most  be  postponed  in  the  distribution  of  the  separate 
estate  of  a  deqeased  partner,  to  his  individual  creditors,  whether 
there  is  partnership  property  or  not.-—!  Har.  &  G.  96, 107  ; 
1  Hare  &  W.  810,  818 ;  6  Metcalf 's  R.  576. 

In  the  case  of  Emanuel  v.  Bird,  19  Ala.  R.  603,  this  court 
recognised  the  power  of  the  Probate  Court  to  act  upon  the  rale 
which  obtains  in  courts  of  equity  and  in  bankruptcy,  for  regu* 
lating  the  priority  of  payment  among  these  two  classes  of  ored> 
iters ;  and  it  necessarily  has  the  power  to  decide  between  their 
conflicting  claims.  The  record  shows,  too,  that  Mallory's 
indiTidual  estate  is  not  sufficient  to  pay  his  individual  creditors 
in  full. 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J — ^The  evidence  clearly  shows,  that 
the  estate  of  the  surviving  copartner,  Meldrum,  was  insol- 
vent ;  but  it  also,  as  we  think,  shows  a  joint  fund  in  his 
hands,  and  as  the  estate  of  the  deceased  copartner  is  insuf- 
ficient to  pay  its  separate  debts,  the  sole  question  is,  whether 
under  these  circumstances,  the  partnership  creditors  are  enti- 
tled to  share  pari  passu  with  the  separate  creditors,  in  the 
estate  of  the  deceased  partner. 

That  the  joint  creditors  have  a  primary  claim  upon  the 
joint  fund,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  separate  creditors,  in  the 
administration  and  distribution  of  the  estates  of  bankrupt 
or  insolyent  partners,  is  too  well  settled,  at  this  day,  to  re- 
quire the  citation  of  authority;  and  this  right,  on  the  part  of 
tiie  joint  creditors,  was  made  the  basis  of  the  equity  of  the 
separate  creditors  to  a  primary  claim  upon  the  separate 
property  of  bankrupt  partners,  by  the  English  Chancellors 
before  Lord  Thurlow. — Ex  parte  Crowder,  3  Vern.  706  ; 
Twiss  V.  Massey,  1  Atk.  67  ;  Ex  parte  Hunter,  ib.  227;  Ex 
parte  Cook,  2  Pr.  Will.  500.  Chancellor  Thurlow,  how- 
ever, thought  that  the  '*  justice  of  the  case  would  be,  that 
both  the  joint  and  the  separate  creditors  should  come  in 
pari  passUf  upon  both  funds''  {Ex  parte  Cobham,  1  Bro.  576; 
Ex  parte  Hodgson,  2  Bro.  6  ;  Ex  parte  Page,  ib.  119  ;  Ex 
parte  Flintum,  ib.  120) ;  and  the  distinction  which  previ- 
ously existed)  betvreea  joiot  and  separate  creditors,  in  the 
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distribution  of  the  assets  of  a  bankrupt  partner,  was  done 
away  during  his  administration.  The  successor  of  Thur- 
low,  Lord  Loughborough,  in  Ex  parte  Blton,  8  Yes.  288, 
restored  the  rule  which  had  previously  obtained  ;  defending 
it  on  general  principles  of  equity,  and  declaring  ^'thatit  had 
long  been  settled,  and  it  was  not  possible  to  alter  that,  that 
each  estate  was  to  pay  its  own  creditors.''  Since  then, 
although  Lord  Eldon  is  not  fully  satisfied  with  the  rule,  he 
concedes  it  upon  the  prineiple  of  ttare  dicisis  (Ex  parte  Ken* 
sington,  14  Yes.  448;  Dutton  v.  Dutton,  17  ib.  207) ;  and  the 
question  is  now  regarded  as  a  settled  one  in  the  English 
courts. — Story  on  Partnership  §  §  876,  377,  and  cases  there 
cited. 

In  the  American  courts,  the  decisions  are  contradictory. 
The  question  has  been  ably  discussed,  and  the  correctness  of 
the  rule  denied,  in  Pennsylvania,  Connecticut,  Ohio  and  Ten- 
nessee (The  Estate  of  Spivey,  1  Ashm.  847;  Camp  v.  Grant, 
21  Conn.  63 ;  Grosvenior  v.  Austin,  6  Ohio  103  ;  Bell  v. 
Newman,  5  S.  &  R.  78) ;  but  it  has  received  the  judicial 
sanction  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Mur- 
rell  V.  Mill,  8  How.  414,  and  has  been  recognized  as  the 
law  in  the  courts  of  New  York,  Maryland,  New  Jersey  and 
South  Carolina.— Wilder  v.Keeler,  3  Paige  168  ;  Egbert  v- 
Wood,  ib.  518  ;  Payne  v.  Matthews,  6  *.  20  ;  Murray  v. 
Murray,  5  Johns.  Ch.  60,  72  ;  Jackson  v.  Cornell,  1  Sand. 
Ch.  843;  McCulloch  v.  Dashiel,  1  Harr.  A  Gill.  96;  Camak 
V.  Johnson,  1  Green's  (N.  J.)  Ch.  R.  163  ;  Tunn  v.  Treze- 
vant,  2  Dess.  264  ;  Waddrup  v.  Price,  3  ib.  203  ;  Hall  v. 
Hall,  2  McCord  Ch.  269  ;  and  see,  also,  Arnold  v.  Hamer, 
Frem.  Ch.  509,  and  Oakley  v.  Rabb,  ib.  546.  Judge  Story, 
while  he  considers  the  foundation  on  which  the  rule  rests,  as 
''questionable  and  unsatisfactory,  admits  it  to  be  firmly  es- 
tablished,"—Story  on  Part.  §  §  877,  382.  Chancellor  Kent 
declares  in  its  favor,  both  upon  principle  and  authority;  and 
it  may  be  added,  as  an  argument  in  favor  of  the  equity  of 
the  rule,  that  it  is  found  in  both  the  Roman  and  French  law. 
Dig.  Lib.  14,  tit.  4,  c  5  ;  Pothier  Pand.,  Lib.  14,  tit.  4,  n. 
8 ;  Dnrenton,  Cours  de  Droit  Franc,  Tome  17,  §  467,  p. 
612,  518,  514.  While  it  may  be  conceded,  that  the  rule  is 
not  free  from  objection,  it  is  doubtful  whether  any  other 

Digitized  by  VjOOQiC 


686  ALABAMA. 


K.  W.  Smitii  ft  Co.  V.  Mallory's  Ex'r. 


would  meet  out  equal  justice ;  and  we  deem  it  better,  in  such 
«mie#)  to  decide  with  the  weight  of  aathority,  which  is  clearly 
in  support  of  tbe  rule  as  established  in  England. 

We  bare  said  nothing  as  to  the  case  of  Emanuel  y.  Bird,  19 
A)fi.  696)  for  the  reason,  that  the  ground  on  which  that  decision 
reitiS)  109  that  there  was  no  joint  fund,  and  no  solvent  partner ; 
wUoh  made  it  an  exception  to  the  general  rule. — Ex  parte 
liaU,  9  Yes.  349 ;  Ea:  parte  Ackerman,  14  ii.  604^  Ex  parte 
D#  Taatet,  1  Boic.  IQ;  Ex  parte  Buckle,  1  Oljn.  &  Jam.  84; 
MeCollodb  v.  Dashiel,  supra ;  SUMrj's  Part.  ^  878. 

But  it  is  urged,  on  the  part  of  the  appellants,  that  the  rule 
^6  have  considered  is  changed  by  the  operation  of  our  statutes. 
Tbe  act  of  1818  (Clay's  Digest  828  §  68)  does  not  change  the 
obligations  of  partners  from  joint  to  joint  and  several. — Marrs 
y.  Soutbwick,  ,2  Port,   370;  Van  Pbeel  v.  Connolly,  9  Port. 
462 1  Trami  v.  Gorman,  ib.  466 ;  and  in  relation  to  die  act  of 
1889  (Clay's  Digest  324  §  67),  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  before 
its  passage,  a  creditor  of  the  firm  could  not  sue  the  estate  of  a 
4ecfaeed  copartner  at  law- — Coll.  on  Part.  §676.     At  law,  the 
debts  of  partners  were  jomt ;    and  by  the  death  of  one,  they 
were  ej^tinguisbed  as  to  his  representative,  except  in  equity. — 
Marrs  v.  Southwiok,  supra*    In  that  court,  he  could  proceed 
Bit  once  i^nst  the  representative  of  the  deceased  copartner, 
without  reference  to  the  question  whether  the  joint  estate  was 
solvent  or  insolvent,  or  to  the  state  of  accounts  between   the 
pi^rtaers. — Devaynes  v.  Noble,  1  Mer.  629 ;  S.  C.  1  Russ.  & 
H.  4d6 ;  Wilkinson  v.  Henderson,  1  M.  &  K.  682 ;    Thorpe 
Y.Jackson,  2  Y.  &  C.  668  ;  Coll.  Part.  §  681.    But  when 
the  creditor  has  obtained  a  decree  for  tbe  payment  of  his  debt 
out  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  partner,  under  the  equity  of 
the  prineiple  we  have  already  determined,  he  will  still  be  post- 
poned to  the  separate  creditor,  unless  there  is  no  joint  estate. — 
Gray  y.  Chiswell,  9  Ves.  118  :  Story  on  Part.  §  868,  and  oases 
there  oited.    By  the  statute  referred  to,  however,  the  rule  was 
partially  ehanged,  and  the  creditor  of  the  firm  allowed  to  assart 
his  dainh  at  law,  against  the  representative  of  the  deceased 
partner,  upon  mdcing  affidavit  that  the  surviving  corpartner  was 
insolvent,  or  even  without  such  affidavit ;  but  in  the  last  case, 
he  was  not  permitted  to  sue  out  execution,  until  a  return  of 
WfUa  bona  against  the  sornving  corpartner.    The  objeot  of  the 
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Statute  was,  not  to  aiFect  in  any  way  the  priority  of  right  which 
the  separate  creditor  had  against  the  estate  of  the  deceased 
copartner,  but  svmpiy  to  allow  the  creditor  oi  the  firm  to  assert 
his  claim  against  such  estate  in  a  court  of  law,  instead  of  a 
court  of  chancery.  If  the  estate  of  the  deceased  partner  Watf 
solvent,  he  obtained  his  debt  by  a  more  simple  process ;  but  if 
insolvent,  the  creditors  who  had  a  superior  claim  preserved  thdr 
advantage. 

Neither,  in  our  opinion,  is  the  law  changed  by  the  act  of 
1843  (Clay's  Digest  192  §  2)  providing  for  the  distribution 
of  the  assets  of  insolvent  estates,  amongst  all  the  creditors 
pro  rata.  As  we  have  seen,  the  claim  of  the  joint  creditors 
was,  at  law,  extinguished  against  the  representative  of  the 
deceased  copartner;  and  neither  in  law,  under  the  act  of  18S9, 
nor  in  equity,  if  there  was  a  joint  fund,  could  he  obtain  pay- 
ment, except  out  of  the  surplus  of  the  separate  estate  left  after 
the  payment  of  the  separate  creditors.  There  being  a  foint 
fund,  he  was  not  a  creditor,  unless  there  was  a  surplus  of  the 
separate  fund.  In  other  words,  he  had  no  right,  either  at  law 
or  equity,  to  charge  any  portion  of  the  separate  estate  of  the 
deceased  partner,  except  the  fund  remaining  after  tlie  dis- 
charge of  the  separate  debts.  The  act  of  1848  was  in- 
tended to  make  all  the  debts  equal  in  degree, — to  place 
simple  contract  debts  on  the  same  footing  with  debts  by 
judgment  and  specialty ;  but  it  was  not  intended  by  that 
act  to  fasten  upon  the  estate,  to  the  prejudice  of  creditors 
who  had  a  superior  equitable  and  legal  right,  claims  which, 
without  reference  to  the  statute,  could  not  have  been  asserted 
against  the  estate  either  in  law  or  equity. 

Judgment  sfSrmed. 
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Ez  PAKTB  EDWARD  HENBY. 

1.  The  Btotnte  aathorisiiig  the  Boinmoidng  of  a  jmy  to  try  any  qneetloa  of 
ihct  touching  the  validity  of  a  wiU  (Clay's  Digest,  304,  §  S6),  Teste  in  die 
court  trying  the  iBsae  a  more  enlarged  discretion  than  is  ordinarily  ezercised 
hy  coorto  in  trying  issaes  in  civil  causes. 

2.  The  statute  requiring  the  subscribing  witnesBes  to  a  will  to  sign  it  in  the 
presence  of  the  testator,  applies  only  to  devises,  and  has  no  application  to 
bequesto ;  and  therefore  a  will  containing  an  attestation  clause,  but  not  at- 
tested, though  void  as  to  the  realty,  may  be  good  as  to  the  personalty,  if  it 
was  really  intended  by  the  testator  to  operate  ss  his  will  iirespective  of  the 
attestation. 

3.  Wliere  a  will  of  real  and  personal  property,  though  containing  an  attesta- 
tion clause,  is  not  attested,  the  presumption  is,  that  it  is  incomplete  and  is 
not  the  will  of  the  testator ;  but  this  presumption  is  slight,  and  may  be 
rebutted  by  slight  circumstances ;  as  if  the  testator  was  prevented  from  fin- 
ishing it  by  the  act  of  Grod,  or  if  he  intended  it  to  operate  in  its  present 
form. 

4.  The  validity  of  a  will  of  realty  and  personalty  was  contested  on  tiiree 
grounds,  viz.,  because  it  was  not  signed  by  the  subscribing  witnesses  in  the 
presence  of  the  testator ;  because  the  testator,  at  the  time  of  its  execution, 
was  of  unsound  mind  and  memory ;  and  because  it  was  procured  by  fraud 
and  undue  influence  on  the  part  of  the  testator's  wife  ;  the  jury  having  re- 
turned a  verdict  finding  it  invalid  generally,  the  court,  on  motion  of  the 
contestant,  ioquired  on  what  ground  their  verdict  was  predicated,  to  which 
one  of  their  number  replied,  "  principally  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not 
signed  by  the  witnesses  in  the  presence  of  the  testator  ;'^  and  the  court  then 
ordered  theni<4|^  retfare  and  find  another  verdict :  HeM,  that  the  contestant 
could  not  have  a  tnandamtu  for  judgment  on  this  first  verdict 

5.  Where  a  verdict,  finding  the  will  invalid.  Is  rejected  by  the  c<>urt  on  the 
motion  of  the  contestant  himself,  he  cannot  afterwards  have  a  mandamut 
for  judgment  on  it. 

6.  Where  the  jury  return  a  general  verdict  finding  the  will  invalid,  but  state 
to  tiie  court  that  their  verdict  is  not  predicated  on  any  one  of  the  grounds  of 
contest,  and  that  they  pannot  agree  upon  any  one  of  them,  their  verdict  may 
be  rejected. 

Application  for  mandamus  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Coosa, 
in  the  matter  of  a-contested  will ;  the  Hon.  Thos.  A.  Walker 
presiding  in  the  court  below,  to  which  the  cause  had  been  re- 
moved from  the  Court  of  Probate  of  Tallad^a.  The  applica- 
tion is  based  on  the  following  facts,  as  appears  from  the  bill  of 
exceptions  contained  in  the  transcript  which  is  submitted  as  91 
ptrt  of  the  application : 
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William  McPherson  propoanded  for  probate  a  paper  pur^ 
porliDg  to  be  tbe  last  will  and  testament  cf  Edward  Henry, 
deceased,  wbich  was  contested  by  Edward  Henry,  the  petitioner. 
The  counsel  for  tbe  parties  agreed,  in  open  court,  that  the 
proponent  should  be  regarded  as  tendering,  in  legal  form,  this 
issue :  ^'  that  the  paper  propounded  for  probate  is  the  last  will 
and  testament  of  said  Edward  Henry,  deceased,  and  that  the 
same  is  valid  as  such  last  will  and  testament ;"  and  that  the 
contestant  should  be  permitted  to  offer  evidence  to  the  three 
following  points,  as  though  they  had  been  legally  presented  in 
proper  form,  viz.,  that  said  paper  is  invalid  as  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  said  Edward  Henry,  deceased,  1st,  because  the 
same  was  not  signed  by  the  subscribing  witnesses  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  testator ;  2nd,  because,  at  the  time  of  making  said 
last  will  and  testament,  said  Edward  Henry  was  of  unsound 
mind  and  memory  ;  and,  3rd,  because  said  paper  was  obtained 
by  fraud  and  undue  influence  on  the  part  of  the  testator's  wife. 
It  was  further  agreed,  that  the  contestant  might  present  each 
and  all  of  these  points  in  the  charge  of  the  court  to  the  jury, 
and  that  each  party  should  have  the  right  to  except. 

After  the  evidence  had  all  been  submitted,  and  the  cause  had 
been  argued  by  the  counsel,  the  court  proceeded  to  charge  the 
jury  on  the  rules  of  law  applicable  to  the  case,  and  instructed 
them,  "  if  they  found  the  will  valid,  to  say,  *  We,  the  jury, 
find  this  paper  valid  as  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Edward 
Henry ;'  but  if  they  found  against  its  validity,  they  should 
say,  ^  We,  the  jury,  find  this  paper  invalid  as  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  Edward  Henry,'  and  should  state  the  ground  on 
which  they  found  it  invalid,  because  of  the  first,  second  or  third 
ground  of  contest,  or  for  all  of  them,  or  any  two  of  them,  and 
which."  The  jury  then  retired,  and  returned  the  following 
verdict :  '^  We,  the  jury,  find  the  paper  invalid  as  the  last  will 
and  testament  of  Edward  Henry,  deceased.*'  Thereupon,  the 
counsel  for  the  contestant  requested  the  court  to  inquire  of  them 
upon  what  ground  they  found  their  verdict ;  which  the  court 
did,  and  one  of  them  answered,  ^^  Principally  on  the  ground 
that  the  will  was  not  signed  by  the  witnesses  in  the  presence  of 
the  testator."  The  counsel  for  the  proponent  then  insistedi 
that  the  jury  should  retire  and  designate  on  what  ground  they 
ba^  their  verdict ;  bat  the  oouosd  for  tho  oonteatant  atkid 
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leave  to  withdraw  their  inquiry,  and  objected  to  the  JBij 
retiring^  and  inaisted  that  the  verdict  should  be  received.  The 
court  instructed  the  jury,  to  retire  again  and  pass  upon  all  tbe 
issues,  and  to  state  in  their  verdict  upon  which  ground  tbej 
found  the  will  invalid ;  and  to  this  the  contestant  excepted. 

The  jury  returned  again,  with  the  following  verdict :  ^*  We, 
the  jury,  find  the  paper  invalid  as  the  last  will  and  testament 
of  Edward  Henry,  because  the  same  was  not  signed  by  tbe 
witnesses  in  the  presence  of  the  testator."  On  motion  of  the 
contestant,  the  court  inquired  of  thom,  whether  they  hadpaased 
upon  the  other  issues,  as  to  the  unsoundness  of  mind  and  undue 
influence ;  and  the  jury  replied,  through  their  foreman,  that  they 
had  not.  At  the  instance  of  Uie  contestant,  the  court  instruct- 
ed them  to  retire  again,  and  to  pass  up(m  the  other  issues  if 
they  could ;  to  this  proponent  objected,  and  insisted  that  the 
last  verdict  should  be  received,  but  his  objection  was  overruled, 
and  the  jury  retired  again. 

A  third  verdict  was  returned,  which  was  in  these  words : 
^^  We,  the  jury,  find  the  paper  invalid  as  the  last  will  and  tes- 
tament of  Edward  Henry,  deceased."  On  the  motion  of  the 
proponent,  the  court  again  inquired,  whether  this  verdict  was 
found  on  all  the  issues,  and  whether  they  had  passed  on  all  the 
issues ;  to  which  the  foreman  replied,  that  they  had  not,  and 
further  stated  that  they  could  not  agree  upon  any  one  of  the 
issues.  The  court  again  ordered  them  to  retire  and  try  to 
agree  upon  a  verdict ;  the  contestant  insisting  upon  the  first 
and  last  verdict,  and  the  proponent  insisting  on  the  second. — 
The  jury,  not  being  able  to  agree  upon  a  verdict,  were  finally 
discharged,  and  a  mis-trial  was  entered ;  and  the  contestant 
now  asks  for  a  numdamus  to  compel  the  rendition  of  a  judgment 
on  one  or  all  of  these  verdicts. 

An  opinion  was  delivered,  refusing  the  motion,  at  the  last 
term  of  the  court;  but  on  the  petitioner's  application  for  a  re- 
hearing, it  was  withdrawn. 

Belseb  &  Bice,  for  the  motion : 

1.  The  law  confers  upon  the  jury  tbe  right  to  find  a  general 
verdict,  or  a  special  verdict,  as  the  jury  may  elect ;  and  ahhooi^ 
the  court  may  ini^rnot  the  jury  to  find  a  special  verdict,  yet  if 
a  general  verdict  is  rendered,  it  is  valid  Mid  bwfU*-^  BovTt 
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IsM.  496 ;  The  State  y.  Jones,  5  Ala.  666 ;  80  E.  G.  L.  R. 
186 ;  People  y.  Croswell,  8  Jdins.  Cases  867,  876 ;  8  Ad.  & 
£1.  606 ;  10  Metcalf  282 ;  8  Mnrph.  571;  9  Mass.  888  ;  5 
ift.  486. 

2.  Verdicts  are  to  be  favorably  constmed;  and  if  the  courts  can 
collect  the  dear  meaning  of  the  jury  from  the  verdict,  they  nvill 
work  it  into  form.  If  the  verdict  find  the  whole  that  is  in  issue, 
and  something  more,  the  verdict  is  good.  If  a  jury  state  the 
evidence  on  which  they  find  the  verdict,  it  is  surplusage,  and 
will  not  vitiate  the  verdict.  The  reasons  of  finding  a  verdict 
are  not  to  be  received,  or  considered  as  part  thereof.— Tippin 
V.  Petty,  7  Porter  441 ;  Rockfeller  v.  Donnelly,  8  Cowen  652; 
8  Term  B.  659 ;  12  Pick.  15 ;  80  Maine  887  ;  8  Pick.  170. 

8.  Every  verdict  is  general  or  special.  A  general  verdict  is 
one  where  the  whole  matter  in  issue  is  found ;  e.  g.,  guilty  or 
not  guilty — ^assumpsit  or  non-assumpsit — the  will  or  not  the 
will.  A  special  verdict  is  where  the  jury  find  the  naked  facts 
as  proved,  submitting  a  question  of  law  flowing  therefrom  to  the 
court,  praying  their  advice,  and  concluding  conditionally,  that 
if  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  had  cause  of  action, 
they  find  for  him ;  otherwise  for  the  defendant. — 3  Bouvier's 
Institutes,  496,  et  seq* 

4.  Not  one  of  the  verdicts  found  in  this  case,  can  be  regarded 
as  a  special  verdict.  1st.  The  matter  in  issue,  to-wit :  whether 
the  paper  propounded  for  probate  is  valid  or  invalid,  as  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  Edward  Henry,  is  not  found  specially  ; 
2d,  the  jury  do  not  find  matter  of  fact  only  ;  8d,  the  jury  do 
not  submit  to  the  court  any  question  of  law  flowing  from  the 
facts  ;  4th,  they  find  generally,  that  the  paper  is  invalid,  as 
the  last  will  and  testament  of  Edward  Henry. 

5.  A  verdict  on  only  one  of  several  issues  is  good,  if  its  find- 
ing comprises  the  merits  of  the  several  issues. — Rockfeller  v. 
Donnelly,  8  Cowen's  R.  661,  652 ;  Petrie  v.  Hannay,  3  Term 
Rep.  659. 

6.  Where  there  are  several  issues,  and  the  finding  of  one  is 
decisive  of  the  cause,  the  jury  may  be  discharged  from 
finding  upon  the  other  issues,  whether  the  parties  consent  or 
not. — French  v.  Hanchett,  12  Pick.  Rep.  15,  and  cases  therein 
cited. 

T.  Where  a  jury  render  a  verdict  which  substantially  decides 
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the  whole  matter  in  issue,  the  court  may  put  it  in  form,  or  may 
send  the  jury  out  to  put  it  in  form  ;  but  neither  the  court  nor 
jury  can  disregard  such  verdict.  And  if  a  second  verdict  is 
rendered  by  the  same  jury,  differing  in  substance  from  the  first, 
the  second  is  void,  and  the  first  shall  be  good. — Winslow.  ▼. 
Draper,  8  Pick.  Rep.  170 ;  Snell  v.  Bangor  Navigation  Co., 
30  Maine  R.  337. 

8.  Whatever  may  be  the  form  of  the  issue,  its  substance,  in 
every  such  case  as  this,  is,  whether  the  contested  paper  is  valid 
or  invalid  as  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  deceased ',  and 
the  party  claiming  the  contested  paper  to  be  the  will,  holds  the 
affirmative,  and  should  be  required  first  to  prove  every  contro- 
verted fact  necessary  to  the  probate  of  it. — Clay's  Dig.  304  § 
85 ;  i6.  863  §  6 ;  Rogers  v.  Thomas,  IB.  Mon.  390. 

9.  Whether  a  will  of  personal  property  only  may  not  be 
valid  without  any  subscribing  witnesses,  is  not  a  material  ques- 
tion in  this  case ;  for  conceding  it  may,  yet  this  is  one  of  the 
cases  ^^  m  which  something  more  than  a  mere  compliance  with 
legal  requirements  was  made  necessary  to  the  efficacy  of  the 
will,  by  the  testator  himself,  he  having  chosen  to  prescribe  to 
himself  a  special  mode  of  execution."  In  such  case,  the  law  is, 
if  the  testator  afterwards  neglects  to  comply  with  the  prescribed 
formalities,  the  inference  is,  that  he  had  not  fully  and  definitely 
resolved  on  adopting  the  paper  as  his  will. — 1  Jarman  on  Wills, 
marginal  pages  93  to  97  ;  4  Mass.  460  ;  Waller  v.  Waller,  1 
Grattan's  Rep-  454  ;  Jones  v.  Kea,  4  Dev.  301 ;  1  Williams 
on  Ex'rs  48,  49  ;  Edelyn  v.  Hardy,  7  H.  &  J.  61 ;  Ken- 
dall  V.  Kendall,  24  Pick.  219 ;  Boiling  v.  Boiling,  22  Ala. 
Rep.  826. 

The  testator  might  consider  attesting  and  subscribing  wit- 
nesses '^  as  an  essential  part  of  the  execution."  If  po,  although 
he  was  mistaken  in  point  of  law,  it  proves  he  did  not  consider 
the  paper  as  complete  or  as  executed,  if  no  witnesses  subscribed 
and  attested  in  his  presence,  as  in  this  case. — Aveiy  v.  Pixley, 
4  Mass.  Rep.  460  ;  7  H.  &  J.  61. 

If  a  will  professes  te  pass  both  realty  and  personalty,  and  for 
the  want  of  attestation  is  inoperative  as  to  the  former,  "  a 
strong  intention  of  the  testator  may  be  inferred  that  it  should 
not  operate  at  all,  unless  it  be  available  in  every  respect,  or  at 
least,  as  to  both  kinds  of  estate."    But  still,  it  is  a  question  for 
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the  jvry,  whether  he  intended  the  paper  to  operate  as  far  as  the 
law  would  allow  it  in  its  present  form,  or  intended  that,  unless 
the  law  wonld  regard  it  as  effectual  in  all  its  dispositions,  it 
should  not  he  in  any. — Jones  y.  Kea,  4  Devereux's  (Law)  Rep. 
801 ;  Kendall  t.  Kendall,  24  Pick.  Rep.  219. 

These  questions  having  been  passed  on  by  the  jury,  as  shown 
in  each  of  the  three  verdicts,  and  the  jury  having  found  in  each 
verdict  the  invalidity  of  the  will,  judgment  ought  to  have  been 
entered  rejecting  the  paper.  In  the  second  verdict,  the  jury 
not  only  find  the  fact,  that  the  paper  "  was  not  signed  by  the 
witnesses  in  the  presence  of  the  testator"  ;  but  they  also,  in 
addition  thereto,  "  find  the  paper  invalid  as  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  Edward  Henry." 

The  finding  that  the  paper  was  invalid,  may  be  regarded  as 
a  finding  that  the  testator  intended  that  the  will  should  not 
operate  at  all,  unless  it  was  operative  as  to  the  realty  as  well  as 
the  personalty,  and  that  it  was  inoperative  as  to  the  realty  as 
well  as  the  personalty,  for  the  reason  stated. 

The  paper  is  invalid,  according  to  each  verdict. — Edelyn  v. 
Hardy's  Lessee,  7  H.  &  J.  61. 

This  Courtis  bound  to  exercise  a  superintending  control  over 
all  inferior  jarisdictions,  and  to  see  that  the  right  of  trial  by 
jury  remains  inviolate.  It  should  interfere  by  mandamus. — 
Commonwealth  V.  Porter,  10  Metcalf  282;  30  E.  C.  L.  R. 
135 ;  9  Mass.  388  ;  5  ib.  486  ;  3  Murph.  571. 

WHrrE  &  Parsons,  contra  : 

1.  The  writ  of  mandamus  will  be  granted,  only  where  there 
28  a  specific  legal  right,  and  no  other  legal  remedy  adequate  to 
enforce  that  right. — Ex  parte  Jones,  1  Ala.  15  ;  6  Ala.  511. 

2.  This  court  will  not  revise  the  action  of  an  inferior  tribunal 
which  involves  a  matter  of  discretion. 

8.  Is  this  matter  of  discretion  ?  We  insist  it  is.  The  court 
may  grant  a  new  trial.  It  may  retrace  its  action  during  the 
term. — Johnson  v.  Luttemore,  7  Ala.  200.  In  this  case,  the 
court  say:  ^^  Whatever  may  have  been  the  reasons  which 
induced  the  court  to  retrace  its  action,  and  recall  its  judgment, 
its  eficct  was  to  leave  the  case  as  it  originally  stood."  This  is 
what  the  court,  in  terms,  directs  to  be  done. 

4.  But,  we  insist,  that  the  action  of  the  court  was  proper.    It 
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is  the  right  of  a  partj  to  know  whether  one  or  all  the  iasaes  are 
found  against  him,  when  his  interest  is  tDVolved  in  knowing. 
— Bouvier's  Institutes,  vol.  8, 500 ;  7  Porter  284  j  2  Wadi. 
272  ;  2  Wheaton  221 ;  White  v.  Baily,  14  Conn. ;  6  Humph* 
45 ;  1  Met.  388 ;  12  Pick.  15. 

CHILTON,  C.  J.— The  counsel  for  the  motion,  being 
dissatisfied  with  the  opinion  expressed  at  the  last  term  of 
this  court,  filed  his  application  for  a  re-hearing  ;  and  not 
having  time  to  give  it  that  examination  which  the  importance 
of  the  case  and  the  principle  involved  demanded  (the  appli- 
cation having  been  made  on  the  eve  of  the  adjournment  of 
the  court),  we  deemed  it  best  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  and 
hold  the  case  under  advisement,  to  afford  us  an  opportunity 
for  a  more  thorough  investigation. 

We  have  accordingly  looked  into  the  authorities  cited, 
and  many  others  not  brought  to  our  notice  by  the  counsel ; 
and  the  result  of  our  investigation  has  but  the  more  con- 
firmed us  in  the  correctness  of  the  conclusion  at  which  we 
previously  arrived. 

We  are  satisfied  that  the  facts  of  the  case  presented  by 
the  record,  accompanying  the  motion,  do  not  justify  us  in 
granting  the  relief  prayed  for.  The  statute  under  which 
this  contest  originated,  reads  as  follows :  **  When  the  valid- 
ity of  any  will  shall  be  contested,  or  doubts  may  arise  as  to 
its  validity,  or  as  to  any  facts,  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
judge,  it  may  be  necessary  to  have  ascertained  by  the  ver- 
dict of  a  jury,  before  awarding  any  order,  judgment,  or 
decree,  such  judge,  at  any  stated  session,  or  on  any  sitting 
held  in  vacation,  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  act, 
may  forthwith  cause  a  jury  to  be  summoned  and  empan* 
nelled,  to  try  such  issues,  or  inquire  of  such  facts,  as,  under 
his  direction,  shall  be  submitted  to  their  decision,  and  shall 
cause  them  to  be  sworn  in  such  form  as  the  case  may  require." 
Clay's  Digest  304  §  35. 

It  is  manifest  from  the  reading  of  this  section,  that  the 
Legislature  designed  to  vest  in  the  court  trying  the  validity 
of  a  will,  a  more  enlarged  discretion  than  is  ordinarily  exer- 
cised by  courts  in  trying  issues  in  civil  causes.  The  issues, 
in  ordinary  cases,  are  educed  by  the  pleadings  of  the  re- 
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spectiye  parties ;  but  in  cases  of  wills,  they  are  to  be  made 
up  under  the  direction  of  the  probate  judge.  If,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  judge,  it  is  necessary  to  have  any  fact  ascer- 
tained, as  preliminary  to  admitting  the  will  to  probate,  this 
section  of  the  act  gives  him  the  right  to  have  the  verdict  of 
a  jury  upon  that  fact. 

The  pleadings  in  this  case  are  not  made  out  in  form ;  but 
it  was  agreed,  that  the  proponent  should  be  regarded  as  ten- 
dering a  formal  issue,  that  "the  paper  propounded  is  the 
last  will  and  testament  of  Edward  Henry,  deceased,  and 
that  the  same  is  valid  as  such  last  will  and  testament'^ ;  and 
the  contestants,  by  agreement,  were  "to  be  permitted  to  offer 
evidence  to  the  three  following  points,  as  though  the  same 
had  been  legally  and  duly  presented  at  length  and  in  proper 
form,  namely  :  That  said  paper  is  invalid  as  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  Edward  Henry,  deceased ;  first,  because  the 
same  was  not  signed  by  the  subscribing  witnesses  thereto  in 
the  presence  of  the  testator,  Edward  Henry  ;  second,  be- 
cause, at  the  time  of  making  said  last  will  and  testament, 
said  Edward  Henry  was  of  unsound  mind  and  memory;  and, 
tliird,  because  said  paper  was  obtained  by  fraud  and  undue 
influence  on  the  part  of  Angelina  Henry,  wife  of  the  said 
Edward  Henry.  And  it  was  further  agreed,  that  said  con- 
testants might  be  permitted  to  present  each  and  all  of  these 
points  in  the  charge  of  the  court  to  the  jury,"  &c. 

Such  is  the  form  in  which  the  issues  were  presented.  Now, 
without  attempting  to  determine  upon  the  legal  eflfect  of  this 
will,  since  upon  this  motion  it  would  not  be  proper  to  con- 
strue it,  we  entertain  no  doubt,  that  a  will  may  be  good  as 
to  the  personalty,  and  void  as  to  the  realty.  The  statute  re- 
quiring the  subscribing  witnesses  to  sign  the  will  in  the 
presence  of  the  testator,  applies  only  to  devises  of  real  es- 
tate, and  has  no  application  to  bequests  of  personal  property; 
so  that  the  first  ground  of  objection  might  be  true,  and  yet 
the  will  be  valid  as  to  the  personal  property,  if  it  was  really 
intended  by  the  testator  to  operate  as  his  will,  irrespective 
of  the  attestation. 

We  fully  concede  the  doctrine,  that  where  a  will,  both  of 
real  and  personal  property,  contains  an  attestation  clause, 
unexecuted  by  the  witnesses^  the  presumption  is,  that  it  was 
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left  incomplete,  and  i&  not  the  will  of  the  sapposed  testator. 
But  this  presumption  is  slight,  and  may  be  rebutted  by  alight 
circumstances ;  as  if  the  testator  was  prevented  from  finish- 
ing it  by  the  act  of  God,  or  that  he  intended  it  to  operate 
in  its  present  form.— See  2  Phil.  178  ;  1  Add.  Rep.  158  ;  1 
Hagg.  252 ;  ib.  551 ;  ib.  596 ;  ib.  698;  3  ib.  207.  So,  also, 
in  Buckle  v.  Buckle,  3  Phill.  Rep.  323,  the  testamentary 
paper  was  found  sealed  up  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  with 
an  appearance  that  he  did  not  intend  to  open  it :  held  suffi- 
cient to  rebut  the  presumption  of  its  invalidity  as  a  testa- 
mentary paper.  So,  also,  if  he  recognize  it  as  his  will. — 1 
Hagg.  550  ;  1  Williams  on  Ex'rs  51-2,  marg.  Especially 
would  this  presumption  be  rebutted,  if  the  testator,  in  his 
last  illness,  had  signed  it  as  his  loiUy  and  called  upon  wit- 
nesses to  attest  it  as  such,  who  attested  it  informally^  In 
such  case,  it  is  our  opinion,  that  it  would  devolve  on  the 
party  asserting  its  invalidity,  to  show  that  the  testator  re- 
garded it  as  invalid  by  reason  of  such  informality. 

The  jury  found  the  will  "invalid"  by  their  first  verdict ; 
and,  at  the  request  of  the  contestants'  counsel  himself,  inqui- 
ry was  made  of  them  by  the  court,  as  to  which  one  of  the 
grounds  of  contest  they  predicated  their  finding  upon.  The 
reply  was,  "  principally  on  the  ground  that  the  will  was  not 
signed  by  the  witnesses  in  the  presence  of  the  testator."— 
Here,  then,  the  court  was  informed,  by  means  to  which  the 
contestants  could  surely  raise  no  objection,  that  the  verdict 
was  principally  upon  a  ground  which  might,  or  might  not, 
render  the  will,  in  judgment  of  law,  invalid,  according  to 
circumstances.  If  the  gi'ound  upon  which  the  jury  "princi- 
pally" based  their  verdict,  was  the  sole  predicate  for  it,  as 
they  indicate  by  their  second  finding,  the  court  was  left  in 
doubt  as  to  what  judgment  to  render.  But  when  the  second 
verdict  was  brought  in,  viz.,  that  the  will  was  invalid,  be- 
cause the  subscribing  witnesses  failed  to  sign  in  the  presence 
of  the  testator,  the  contestants,  who  now  are  moving  to  have 
judgment  upon  some  one  of  these  verdicts,  requested  that 
the  court  should  send  the  jury  back,  to  try  the  other  issues 
as  to  the  soundness  of  testator's  mind  and  the  alleged  undue 
influence  ;  and  they  were  accordingly  sent  back.  Why,  we 
ask,  were  they  sent  back  ?    The  reason  is  obvious.    The 
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speciftl  findiBg,  that  is,  the  facts  f&und,  went  only  to  the  in- 
▼alidi^of  the  will  as  respects  the  land ;  and  although  the  jary 
say  invalid  generally,  this  is  a  conclusion  of  law,  not  warranted 
by  the  facts  found  without  more,  and  the  court,  and  not  the 
jury,  must  judge  of  the  law, — "ad  quastionem  juris,  rum 
resptmdeni  juratores,  sed  judices.^^ — 8  Thomas'  Coke  891,  top 
page.  The  court  had  the  right  to  disregard  the  conclusion,  and 
enter  judgment  according  to  the  law  arising  upon  the  facts. 

But  there  were  other  grounds  of  contest  going  to  the  whole 
will.  These  must  be  passed  upon,  to  enable  the  court  to  dis- 
pose of  the  whole  subject-matter  of  the  litigation,  and  hence 
the  jury  were  sent  back, — sent  back  at  the  contestants'  request, 
and  it  is  not  for  him  to  say  that  this  was  improper.  Even  where 
the  court  has  no  power  to  grant  a  new  trial,  but  does  so,  and 
the  party  submits  to  the  new  trial,  he  cannot  have  a  mandamus 
for  judgment  on  the  first  verdict  ( Weavel  v.  Lasher,  1  John.  Ca- 
ses 241) ;  much  less,  where  the  court,  upon  his  motion,  had  re- 
jected the  verdict  itself. 

The  third  verdict  finds  the  legal  conclusion,  but  the  court  is 
certified,  that  it  is  not  predicated  upon  either  one  of  the  grounds 
of  contest ;  and  this  the  court  rejected,  as,  under  the  statute 
above  referred  to,  and  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  judge 
had  a  perfect  right  to  do. 

In  Parrott  v.  Thachcr,  9  Pick.  481,  Parker,  C.  J.,  in  deliv- 
ering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said,  ^^We  certainly  do  not 
mean  to  encourage  the  practice  of  questioning  jurors  as  to  the 
grounds  of  their  opinions;  but  where  there  are  distinct  grounds 
upon  which  the  verdict  may  be  given,  perhaps  it  is  not  improper 
to  ascertain  which  they  adopted,  as  there  may  be  little  or  no 
evidence  upon  one  and  sufficient  upon  another ;  and  if  it  appear 
that  they  did  not  agree  upon  either  of  the  grounds,  I  do  not  see 
how  their  verdict  can  stand,  unanimity  being  required.  If  there 
are  three  distinct  grounds  upon  which  an  action  may  be  main- 
tained, all  independent  of  each  other,  and  four  only  of  the  jury 
agree  upon  each)  I  do  not  see  how  they  can  amalgamate  their 
opinions,  and  make  a  legal  verdict  of  them."  If  this  be  correct 
with  respect  to  ordinary  trials,  it  applies  with  much  greater 
force  to  cases  like  the  present,  where  the  facts  are  to  Be  ascer- 
tained under  the  directioir  of  the  court. 

We  grant,  tbat>  under  the  general  law  governing  trials^  the 
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jury  are  never  bound  to  find  a  special  Terdiot.  They  are 
bound,  however,  to  receive  the  law  from  the  court,  when  giveo 
them  in  charge,  and  they  may  always  apply  the  law  to  the  facts, 
and  find  a  general  verdict,  which  is  thus  composed  of  law  and 
fact.  But  as  respects  contests  of  this  character,  which  involve 
the  validity  of  wills,  the  statute,  for  obvums  reasons,  gives  the 
court  the  power  to  require  the  jury  to  find  facts,  and  the  issues 
are  to  be  tried  by  the  jury  under  its  direction.  The  will  em- 
bracing both  real  and  personal  property,  he  must  be  certified 
by  their  finding  as  to  all  the  facts  necessary  to  enable  him  to 
pronounce  upon  it  as  to  both ;  otherwise,  with  the  means  at 
hand  of  being  enlighiened,  he  would  be  compelled  to  grope  in 
the  dark,  and  possibly  to  pronounce  a  judgment  nei^er  satis- 
factory to  himself,  nor  just  to  the  parties.  The  jury  retired 
each  time  with  specific  directions  from  the  court,  as  to  the  nsan- 
ner  of  their  finding,  requiring  them  to  pass  upon  each  one  d 
the  grounds  on  which  the  contestants  relied  for  invalidating  the 
will.  They  persisted  in  a  refusal  to  comply,  and  the  court  deci- 
ded that  their  verdict  was  insufficient  and  refused  to  receive  it« 
To  reverse  this  decision  of  the  court,  and  to  cause  judgment  to 
be  entered  on  either  of  the  verdicts,  by  awarding  a  numdmnus, 
and  this  upon  the  application  of  the  party  at  whose  instance 
'inquiry  was  first  made  as  to  the  facts  found  by  the  jury,  and 
upon  whose  motion  the  second  verdict  was  rejected,  would  be 
virtually  to  repeal  the  statute  before  mentioned, — ^would  be  to 
render  a  judgment  upon  an  uncertain  and  unsatisfactory  ver- 
dict :  would,  in  effect,  make  the  jury  triers  of  the  law,  leaving 
the  court  to  grope  in  the  dark  for  the  facts  ;  would  be  to  tram* 
pie  upon  the  discretion  of  the  primary  court,  who,  had  the  ver* 
diet  been  received,  had  a  right  to  set  it  aside  and  grant  a  ^ew 
trial,  which  right,  being  discretionary,  is  not  subject  to  revision 
in  this  or  any  other  court ;  in  short,  it  would  be  an  unwarran- 
ted assumption  of  jurisdiction,  unsanctioned  by  principle,  and 
unsustained  by  any  precedent,  either  English  or  American. 

There  are  a  few  cases,  it  is  true,  which  seem  to  countenanoe 
the  idea  of  forcing  verdicts  upon  courts,  which  have  the  ri^t, 
in  the  exercise  of  their  sound  discretion,  to  set  them  aside,  and 
award  new  trials. — Ex  parte  Oaykendoll,  6  Cow.  Rep.  58,  ui 
which  the  court  below  had  received  improperly  the  affidavits  ef 
some  of  the  jurors  as  to  a  mistake  made  by  them  in  nakiBg  up 
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their  yerdict,  and  had  awarded  anew  trial ;  the  Supreme  Ooart 
of  New  York  granted  a  mandamus^  for  vacatiiig  the  order,  aad 
for  jadgment  on  the  verdict.  The  pobt  in  qaestion  waa  not 
diseassed,  either  by  the  counsel  or  the  court,  and  no  authorttj, 
except  as  to  the  impropriety  of  receiving  the  affidavits  of  jurors 
to  impeach  their  verdict,  was  cited.  Suppose  the  primary  court, 
»in  answer  to  the  rule  nisi,  had  returned,  ^^  True,  we  received 
the  affidavits,  but  gave  them  no  force ;  we  heard  the  evidence, 
and  upon  the  merits,  in  the  exercise  of  our  discretion,  we  eet 
aside  the  verdict,"  could  the  Supreme  Court  rightfully  have 
controlled  that  ^discretiont  In  Ex  parte  Bacon  &  Lyon,  in 
the  same  volume,  p.  393,  in  the  matter  of  vacating  an  order 
setting  aside  a  default  by  the  Common  Pleas,  the  same  court 
furnishes  an  answer  to  this  inquiry:  ^'  The  Common  Pleas  must 
be  their  own  judges,  upon  the  circumstances  before  them, 
whether  they  will  set  aside  a  default  upon  the  merits.  This  is 
so  much  a  matter  of  discretion,  that  we  will  not  interfere  by 
niandamus.^^ 

Another  case  occurs  in  9  Mass.  Rep.  370  (Commonwealth  v. 
The  Justices  of  the  Sessions  for  the  County  of  Middlesex),  where 
the  Comm<m  Pleas  had  set  aside  a  verdict  of  a  jury,  whichfound 
that  the  owner  of  land  over  which  a  highway  had  been  laid  out, 
had  sustained  no  damage  thereby ;  and  the  Supreme  Court 
awarded  an  alternative  mandamus  to  the  Common  Pleas,  to 
receive  and  record  the  verdict,  or  to  show  cause  &c.  The 
point  in  this,  as  in  the  preceding  case,  was  not  discussed ;  no 
authority  is  cited,  and  it  does  not  appear  to  have  received  mudb 
consideration.  Besides,  a  note  by  Mr.  Rand,  the  editor  of  the 
3d  edition,  clearly  shows,  that  it  was,  in  effect,  controlling  the 
discretion  of  the  primary  court,  and  was,  therefore,  unwarranted 
either  upon  principle  or  authority.  This  case  was  pressed  upon 
the  same  court,  differently  organized,  in  Gray  v.  Bridge,  11 
Pickering's  Rep.  189  ;  but  the  court  said  :  "  This  application 
[to  set  aside  the  order  granting  a  new  trial,  and  to  enter  judg- 
ment on  the  verdict]  is  founded  on  the  supposed  error  of  the 
court  below  in  admitting  proof  of  the  confessions  of  UAer, 
which,  the  petitioner's  counsel  contended,  were  not  competent 
evidence.  But  in  deciding  this  case,  it  is  not  necessary  to  con- 
sider the  question  as  to  the  competency  of  the  evidence,  because 
we  think  it  very  clear,  that  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  had  a 
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diBcretionarj  power  to  grant  a  new  trial,  if  the  jastioe  of  the 
case,  in  their  opinion,  required  it,  and  that  we  ought  not  to  at- 
tempt to  control  or  coerce  the  discretion  of  that  oonrt.'^  This 
decision  conforms  to  the  law,  as  we  understand  it,  and  accords, 
too,  with  the  English  cases  upon  that  doctrine. — See  2  Bar.  & 
Ores.  286 ;  4  B.  &  Adol.  800  ;  1  Chitty's  Rep.  648  ;  t6.  87  ; 
2  ib.  257;  8  Adol.  &  EL  725.  The  case  last  cited  bears  a  strike 
ing  analogy  to  this,  in  some  respects.  Hewes  was  indicted  for 
administering  poison  to  three  mares,  in  some  meal,  of  which 
they  ate  and  died.  The  jury  returned  their  verdict  as  follows: 
*^ Guilty  by  mischance."  His  counsel  insisted  that  the  verdict 
amounted  to  an  acquittal ;  but  the  chairman  of  the  Criminal 
Court  told  them  to  retire  and  find  him  either  guilty  or  not  guil- 
ty. They  retired,  and  returned  a  verdict :  ^^Guilty,  but  re- 
commended to  mercy.'-  The  chairman  asked  them  on  what 
.ground  they  made  their  recommendation.  They  replied,  ^^We 
recommend  to  mercy  on  the  ground  that  he  did  not  do  it  with  a 
malicious  intent,  but  did  it  to  benefit  the  condition  of  the 
horses. "  Thereupon  the  last  verdict  was  received,  and 
sentence  of  conviction  entered.  The  motion  was  made  by  the 
defendant's  counsel,  to  the  King's  Bench,  for  a  mandt^fnuSf  to 
cancel  the  alteration  ;  but  it  was  refused.  Littledale,  J.,  said  : 
^^  I  rest  my  judgment,  however,  upon  the  broad  ground,  that  we 
have  no  right  to  interfere,  in  this  respect,  with  the  practice  of 
the  court  below."  Patteson,  J — ^^  I  have  always  understood 
that  this  court  might  send  a  numdamus  to  an  inferior  court  to 
do  its  duty,  in  general  terms,  but  not  to  do  a  particular  thing  ; 
as  to  make  an  alteration,  &c.,  in  the  minutes."  Williams,  J«, 
said :  *'  The  writ  is  granted  only  to  set  parties  in  motion,  where 
ibey  have  refused  to  act." 

But  it  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities.  Although  this 
court  has  the  power  to  control  and  supervise  the  action  of  the 
inferior  courts,  yet  this  must  be  done  in  a  manner  recognized  by 
law,  and  so  as  to  leave  them  untrammeled  in  the  exercise  of  the 
discretionary  powers  vested  in  them. 

Let  the  motion  be  denied,  wi(h  cgst^* 
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REESE  vs.  BECK,  Execftob,  &c. 

1.  It  18  no  objection  to  a  depoBitioD  taken  on  interrogatories,  that  in  stating 
the  name  of  the  case  in  the  commission,  the  plaintiff  is  represented  as  suing 

*'     indiTidnally,  instead  of  as  executor  ;  the  commission,  in  such  case,  may  be 
amended  by  the  interrogatories. 

2.  The  deposition  of  a  witness  may  be  taken,  on  the  affidavit  of  the  attorney 
of  the  party  wishing  it  that  the  witness  is  unable  to  attend  court  becanse  of 
sickness  and  great  bodily  infirmity. 

3.  Where  notice  of  the  taking  of  a  deposition  on  interrogatories  is  addressed 
to  the  attorneys  at  law,  by  their  firm  name  (without  stating  that  they  are 
attorneys  at  law),  by  whom  the  declaration  was  filed,  it  will  be  presumed, 
in  the  absence  of  any  denial  on  their  part,  to  have  been  addressed  to  them  in 
the  same  character  in  which  they  filed  the  declaration ;  and  if  the  notice  is 
executed  by  the  sheriff  on  a  person  bearing  the  same  name  with  one  of  the 
partners  of  the  firm,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  sheriff  did  his  duty,  and 
that  the  person  on  whom  the  notice  was  served  was  a  partner  of  the  fibrm. 

4.  When  a  deposition  is  taken  in  strict  conformity  to  the  statute,  in  every 
particular,  except  that  the  commissioner  neglects  to  attach  his  seal  to  Us 
certificate,  an  objection  to  its  regularity  comes  too  late  at  the  trial. 

o.  Where  the  vendee  is  allowed  until  the  end  of  the  year  to  determine  whether 
a  conditional  sale  shall  Ijecomc  absolute,  he  may  make  his  election  at  any 
time  before  the  expiration  of  the  year,  and  is  not  confined  to  the  last  day  of 
the  year  only. 

6.  X  charge,  when  asked  by  either  party,  or  affirmatively  given  by  the  court, 
^onld  be  so  framed  as  not  to  exclude  from  the  consideration  of  the  jniy  any 
portion  of  the  evidence  which  might  exert  an  influence  over  their  verdict 

£rro&  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Talladega. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Robert  Dougherty. 

Detinue  for  a  slave,  by  Thomas  K.  Beok,  as  executor  of 
Ephraim  Pharr,  deceased,  against  James  T.  Reese.  The 
plaintiff  proved  a  purchase  of  the  slave  by  his  testator,  in  1845, 
at  a  sale  by  the  trustee  in  a  deed  of  trust  executed  by  one 
Bushrod  W.  Bell ;  also,  the  defendant's  possession  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  a  demand  and  refusal,  and  the  value  of 
the  slave  and  his  hire. 

The  defendant  then  offered  in  evidence  the  deposition  of  one 
Isaac  M.  Thomas,  taken  on  interrogatories,  which  the  court,  on 
motion  of  the  plaintiff,  suppressed  for  supposed  irregularitiea ; 
but  as  these  irreguhirities  are  particularlynoticed  in  the  opimony 
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it  is  not  necessary  to  repeat  them  here.  The  defendant  derived 
title  under  a  purchase  by  his  wife,  then  Mrs.  Bell,  from  said 
Ephraim  Pharr  ;  but  the  evidence  was  conflicting  as  to  the 
terms  of  this  contract-  The  evideoee  in  rdatkm  to  it,  so  far  as 
material  to  an  understanding  of  the  case,  is  stated  in  the  opin- 
ion. The  first  charge  of  the  court  was  not  excepted  to.  The 
leeond  charge,  in  eiFect,  was  as  follows :  If  the  jury  believed 
that  the  contract  between  Pharr  and  Mrs.  Bell  was,  that  she 
should  keep  the  boy  during  the  year  1846,  and  at  die  end  of 
that  year  might  elect  to  keep  him  on  paying  (TOO*  or  to  return 
him  and  pay  $100  for  his  hire ;  and  that  she  expressed  her  wil- 
lingness to  plaintiiT,  some  time  in  November  of  that  year,  to  take 
the  boy  at  $700,  and  plaintiff  then  repudiated  the  contract ;  yet 
this  would  not  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  making  a  tender  of 
the  $700  at  the  end  of  the  year  1846 ;  and  if  the  tender  was 
not  made,  then  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover.  To  this  charge 
the  defendant  excepted,  and  asked  the  court  to  charge,  that  if 
the  jury  believed  the  contract  to  have  been  as  stated  in  the  last 
charge,  then  Mrs.  Bell  had  the  right  to  make  her  election  at  any 
time  during  the  year  1846 ;  and  if  she  did  make  her  election  at 
any  time  before  the  expiration  of  the  year,  and  offered  to  pay 
the  $700,  then  tiiey  must  find  for  the  defendant.  The  court 
refused  this  charge,  and  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  rulings  of  the  court  in  suppressing  the  deposition  of 
Thomas,  in  the  second  charge  given,  and  in  the  refusal  to 
charge  as  requested,  are  now  assigned  for  error. 

White  &  Parsoks,  and  J.  J.  Woodward,  for  plaintiff  in 
error: 

1.  The  affidavit,  by  an  attorney,  made  upon  information  and 
belief,  is  sufficient. — Brahaa  v.  Debrill,  1 S.  14.  A  deposition 
must  be  certified  under  the  signature  of  the  commissioner,  but 
Ae  certificate  must  be  under  his  seal. — Dosier  v.  Joyce,  8 
Porter  SOS;  Hill  v.  Oayle,  1  Ala.  275.  The  omission  to 
describe  the  defendant.  Beck,  as  executor,  was  not  sufficient 
ground  for  suppressing  the  deposition. — Jordan  v.  Hassard, 
10  Ala.  221 ;  and  see,  also,  Evans  v.  Norris,  1  Ala.  511.  The 
notice  is  good.— 1  Ala.  682 ;  11  Ala.  732  ;  see  Acts  1849-50, 
p.  78,  §§6,1. 

2*  The  first  principle,  in  the  oonstmotion  of  contraotSt  is, 
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to  carry  oat,  if  possible,  the  intention  of  the  parties,  not  in  i^ 
literal,  bat  in  a  jast  and  reasonable  sense.  On  tbe  eonstrnctioii 
of  this  contract,  and  its  legal  effect,  see  Barkery.  Jones,  8  New 
Hampshire,  418 ;  McLeod  r.  Powe  &  Smith,  12  Ala.  9;  Lamb 
V.  Lathrop,  18  Wendell  95  ;  Sewall  y.  Henry,  9  Ala.  24.  See 
also  Chitty  on  Contracts,  p.  11,  et  seq.  to  p.  14.  Mrs.  Bell 
was  excused  from  an  off^r  to  perform  by  tbe  act  of  Beck  repn* 
diating  the  contract. — Chitty  on  Contracts  689.  Ajsd  a  Ifttty 
may  sabject  himself  to  liability  before  the  time  of  performance 
arriyes.— Chitty  on  Contracts  781,  742 ;  20  Pick.  Ill  j  26  tii 
455;  5  Ohio  514. 

The  case  in  7  Barb,  does  not  apply.  It  is  founded  on  a 
statute  which  does  not  warrant  the  court  in  saying  what  is  a 
substantial  compliance  with  the  proyisions  of  it.  The  coart  say, 
it  must  be  strictly  construed.  That  is  directly  contrary  to  the 
intention  of  the  Legislature  in  passing  ours.  This  and  the 
other  cases  cited  by  defendant's  coansel  in  support  of  the  decis- 
ion of  the  court  below,  suppressing  the  deposition  of  Isaac  M. 
Thomas,  do  not  apply. 

The  law  does  not  require  a  party  to  do  a  useless  act :  there** 
fore,  when  Mrs.  Bell  offered  to  take  the  boy,  and  oomply  witii 
the  contract,  and  Beck  refused  it,  and  said  she  should  not 
haye  the  slaye,  it  was  unnecessary  for  her  to  make  the  tender 
in  form  at  the  end  of  the  year. 

RicB  k  Morgan,  ooTUra : 

1.  Under  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  12th  February,  1850 
(Pamphlet  Acts  of  1849-50,  p.  75),  it  is  essential  that  the  eom^ 
missioner  shall,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  below  tile  testimony, 
or  on  some  conyenient  place  in  the  papers,  certify  to  the  clerk 
of  the  proper  court,  or  to  the  justice,  that  the  eyidence  of  the 
witness  was  taken  down  under  oath,  and  subscribed  by  him,  in 
his  presence,  at  a  time  and  place  appointed  by  him,"  &c,  &e« 
This  act  repealed  all  former  acts  contrayening  its  proyisions^ 
and  designedly  proyides  the  mode  of  procedure  under  commis* 
sions  to  take  testimony.  If  the  mode  thus  prescribed  is  not 
substantially  pursued,  the  deposition  must  be  suppressed  on 
motion ;  for  no  court  in  this  State  can  dispense  with  any  requi- 
sition of  a  statute.  If  the  ^^  seal"  of  a  commissioner  can  be 
dispensed  with,  any  other  part  of  the  certificate  e^n  be  die- 
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pensed  with ;  and  upon  such  reftsoning,  the  certificate  itself  can 
be  dispensed  with.  Depositions  are  in  derogation  of  the  com- 
mon law>  and  owe  their  origin  and  authority  to  statutes.  The 
statute  must  be  observed ;  no  excuse  can  supply  the  non-observ- 
ance of  the  statute. — Caldwell  v.  Mayor,  &c.,  9  Paige's  Rep^ 
5T2 ;  Fleming  v.  Hollenback,  Y  Barb.  Sup.  C.  Rep.  274  ; 
Shed  V.  Leslie,  22  Vermont  498 ;  Whitney  v.  Sears,  16  ib. 
691 ;  Sanford  v.  Octalomi,  28  Ala. 

The  correctness  of  this  position  is  rendered  the  more  certain, 
by  a  reference  to  the  statutes  in  relation  to  depositions  which 
were  of  force  prior  to  the  act  of  1850,  and  the  construction  put 
upon  those  statutes  by  the  Supreme  Court. — Dozier  v.  Joyce, 
8  Porter  808  ;  Hill  v.  Gayle  &  Eower,  1  Ala.  275.  In  this 
case  last  cited  (1  Ala.  275),  the  court  assign  the  reason  why 
the  "  seaP'  of  the  commissioner  was  not  essential  under  the 
laws  then  of  force,  as  follows  .  ^^  Neither  of  our  statutes  pre- 
scribing the  manner  in  which  depositions  are  to  be  taken, 
requires  that  the  commissioners  should  attest  the  genuineness 
of  the  examination  by  certificate  under  their  hand  and  seals." 
Ten  years  after  this  decision  had  been  made,  the  Legislature 
passed  the  act  of  1850,  and  did  thereby  expressly  require  the 
seal  of  the  commissioner  '^  below  the  testimony,  or  on  some  con- 
venient place  in  the  paper."  This  legislation  annuls  the  former 
law,  and  the  decisions  thereon  founded. 

There  are  other  grounds  which  justified  the  suppression  of  the 
deposition  of  Thomas ;  for  instance,  the  pretended  notice  is  a 
mere  nullity.  It  is  not  a  notice.  It  is  not  addressed  or  directed 
to  either  of  the  parties  to  this  suit,  nor  to  the  attorneys  of 
either  of  the  parties,  but  '^  to  Messrs.  Rice  &  Morgan,"  not  as 
attorneys  of  any  party,  but  simply  to  ^^  Rice  &  Morgan." 
This  pretended  notice  was  not  served  on  Rice  and  Morgan, 
but  on  '^John  T.  Morgan,  Esq."  The  pretended  notice 
aserts  that  *'  the  above  int'ries  are  on  file  in  the  ^'  proper  office," 
and  that  a  commission  will  issue  according  to  law." — Rex 
V.  Croke,  1  Cowper's  Rep.  26,  80 ;  Shehan  v.  Hampton,  8 
Ala.  942.  The  commission  does  not  appear  to  have  been  issued 
in  this  case,  but  in  a  case  ^^  wherein  Thomas  K.  Beck  is  plain- 
tiff, and  James  T.  Reese  is  defendant."  There  is  a  material 
difference  between  Beck  and  Beck  "  executor  of  the  last  will 
and  testament  of  Ephraim  Pbarr,  deceased,  who  sues  as  such 
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executor." — Chapman,  Oovernor  &c.,  v*  Spence  et  al.^  22  Ala. 
There  was  no  proof  offered  that  Beck,  in  his  individual  right, 
did  not  have  a  suit  against  Reese  in  the  saine  court; 

The  commission  derives  its  efficacy  trotb  the  law.  Bj  law; 
all  the  power  conferred  on  the  commissioner  named  in  the  com- 
mission, ceases  on  the  return  day  of  the  commission.  After  the 
return  day,  he  ceases  to  be  commissioner,  and  cannot  add  a  seal 
or  do  any  other  act  as  commissioner. — Hemdon  v.  Giveiis,  16 
Ala.  261 ;  Ulmer  v.  Austill,  9  Porter  157.  After  the  return 
day  of  the  commission,  and  after  the  commission  and  the  acts  of 
the  commissioner  under  it  have  been  actually  returned  to  and 
filed  in  the  court  to  which  it  was  returnable,  the  court  has  no 
power  to  re-commit  tlie  commission  or  any  thing  done  under  it 
to  the  commissioner.  And  if  it  were  to  do  so,  its  action  would 
be  void,  and  every  thing  done  under  such  re-commitment  would 
be  void. — Snell  v.  Bangor  Navigation  Co.,  80  Maine  887; 
Wentworth  v.  Keazer,  20  ib.  386. 

A  contract  between  E.  Pharr  and  Mrs.  Bell,  ^'  that  she  was 
to  keep  the  boy  (a  slave)  during  the  year  1846,  and  at  the  end 
of  that  year  had  her  choice  to  keep  the  negro  on  paying  1700, 
or  to  return  him  and  pay  (100  for  the  hire,*'  does  not  divest 
Pharr  of  his  title  to  the  negro ;  nor  will  such  agreement,  in 
connexion  with  the  expression  by  Mrs.  Bell  in  November,  1846, 
to  Pharr's  executor,  of  ^^  her  willingness  to  take  the  boy  at 
$700,"  operate  a  divestiture  of  title  to  the  negro  out  of  Pharr 
or  his  executor;  especially  if  there  is  no  payment  of  the  $700, 
and  no  tender  of  it,  and  no  expression  of  readiness  or  ability  to 
pay  it,  and  no  offer  to  pay  it,  but  merely  an  expression  of  ^'  her 
willingness  to  take  the  boy  at  $700." — Eikridge  v.  Olover,  6 
Stew.  &  Por.  264,  and  cases  there  cited ;  Cook  v.  Oxiey,  8  T. 
R.  664 ;  Grant  v.  King,  14  Vermont  867 ;  Buckmaster  v. 
Smith,  22  ib.  208;  Smith  v.  Foster,  18  ib.  182 ;  Bigelow  v. 
Huntley,  8  ib.  151 ;  Falls  v.  Gaither,  9  Porter  605  ;  Chitty 
on  Contracts  (edition  of  1851),  844,  note  1. 

The  utmost  effect  which  can  legally  be  assigned  to  such  an 
agreement  is,  that  it  constituted  a  bailment  or  hiring  of  the 
slave  to  Mrs.  Bell  for  the  year  1846,  at  the  price  of  $100, 
with  the  privilege  to  her,  ^'  at  the  end  of  the  year"  (the  expira- 
tion of  the  term  of  hiring),  of  relieving  herself  from  returning 
the  slave  and  paying  the  hire,  ^^  on  paying  $700."~OraDt  t. 
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King,  14  Vennont  869.  Or,  it  is  "an  agreement  to  sell  tlie 
property  oa  oondition  of  receiving  payment  within  a  stipulated 
time.— -George  v.  Stubbs,  26  Maine  247*  Such  an  agreement 
is  not  a  sale.  She  was  not  bound  by  it  to  pay  for  the  slave. 
She  was  not  a  purchaser,  but  had  the  mere  option  to  become  a 
purchaser  *^  at  the  end  of  that  year."  ^^  While  the  agreement 
continued  the  option  to  her,  the  law  gave  it  to  Pharr  or  his 
representative. — Eskridge  v.  Glover,  5  Stew.  &  Por.  274y  276. 
^^  The  important  but  nice  distinction  is,"  that  this  contract  was 
not  a  sale  of  the  slave  '^  with  only  a  reservation  of  the  right  to 
one  to  renounce  it ;  but  the  agreement  was,  that  it  should 
become  a  sale,  if,  at  the  end  of  that  year,"  Mrs.  Bell  should 
choose  to  buy  the  slave  and  '^  pay  $700"  for  him. — ^Eskridge 
V.  Glover,  5  S.  &  P.  275,  supra ;  9  Porter  605 ;  Geoige  y. 
Stabbs,  26  Maine  247.  This  was  not  a  conditional  sale,  since 
it  was  to  be  optional  with  Mrs.  Bell,  ^^  at  the  end"  of  the  year 
1846,  whether  any  sale  should  take  place. — Grant  v.  King,  14 
Vermont  870.  In  these  respects,  as  well  as  in  others,  this  case 
is  distii^^hable  from  the  case  of  McLeod  v.  Powe  &  Smithy 
12  Ala.  9,  so  much  relied  on  by  plaintiff  in  error. 

Without  designating  all  the  diflbrences  between  the  case  last  ci- 
ted and  this,  it  may  not  be  improper  to  notice,  that  in  that  case 
there  was  a  valid  agreement  in  writing  that  Gordon  should 
become  the  purchaser  of  Smith's  slaves  at  the  marshal's  sale ; 
that  Gordon  did  purchase  the  slaves  under  the  agreement ; 
that  it  was  also  agreed,  that  on  the  payment  of  $4,832  by 
Smith  to  Gordon,  on  the  Ist  January,  1844,  the  said  slaves 
should  revest  in  Smith ;  that,  ''  on  the  26th  December,  1848^ 
with  a  view  to  carry  out  said  ccmtract,"  said  sum  of  $4,832  was 
duly  tendered.  This  was  a  ccmditional  sale — ^a  sale  to  Smith 
on  condition  that  he  paid  the  $4,882  by  the  Ist  January,  1844. 
The  judgment  in  the  action  of  detinue  concerning  said  slaves, 
was  never  brought  to  the  Supreme  Court,  but  remained  of  force 
when  McLeod  v.  Powe  &  Smith  was  tried,  and  was  part  of  the 
evidence  in  that  case.  In  the  present  case,  no  tender  has  ever 
been  made,  and  there  is  no  sale,  conditional  or  otherwise. 

The  actual  delivery  of  goods  does  not,  of  itself,  transfer  an 
actual  ownership  in  them  ;  to  perfect  the  title  of  the  vendee, 
there  must  be  a  consummation  of  the  contract  of  sale.  The 
faet  that  Mrs.  Bell  bad  the  slave,  docs  not  prove  that  the  titb 
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Was  obsDged  by  the  delivery  to  her.  It  is  plain,  the  title  was 
not  thereby  changed. — Marston  v.  Baldwin,  17  Mass. 
606,  611.  The  expression  by  Mrs.  Bell  ^'  of  her  willingness 
to  t^ke  the  boy  at  (700,'-  made  to  the  executor  of  Pharr,  in 
NoYember,  1846,  is  not,  and  was  not,  a  tender  of  $700.  No 
money  was  produced.  There  was  no  offer  to  pay  any  money. 
A  tender  of  $700,  is  a  very  different  thing  from  an  expression 
by  Mrs.  Bell  of  her  willingness  to  take  the  boy  at  $700. — 9 
Porter  615  j  14  Viner's  Abr.  19  §  4 ;  Flower's  Case,  which 
shows  that  a  mere  offer  will  not  change  the  title.  If  the  exec- 
utor "  repudiated  the  contract''  in  November,  1846,  that  did 
not  relieve  Mrs.  Bell  from  tendering  the  $700.  Whether  she 
made  any  tender  was  referred  to  the  jury  by  the  second  charge; 
and  in  finding  for  the  executor  under  the  second  charge,  the 
jury  found  she  made  no  tender.  That  finding  ought  to  settle 
that  question  of  fact,  at  least  in  the  appellate  court. 

Bat  the  charge,  as  given,  is  justified  upon  another  dear 
ground :  ^^  Where  the  estate  is  to  arise  upon  a  condition  prec- 
edent (as,  ^^  on  paying  $700")9  '^^  cannot  vest  till  that  condition 
is  performed ;  and  this  has  been  so  strongly  adhered  to,  that 
even  where  the  condition  bad  become  impossible,  no  estate  or 
interest  grew  thereupon." — Vanboone  v.  Dorrance,  2  Dallas 
817  ;  2  Bacon's  Abr.  292  ;  Edwards  v.  Lewis,  18  Ala.  495. 
The  payment  of  the  $700  was  a  condition  precedent,  in  this 
case,  and  was  never  performed — ^Falls  v.  Gaither,  9  Porter 
617.  The  agreement  between  Pharr  and  Mrs.  Bell,  operated 
as  a  mere  license  to  Mrs.  Bell  to  buy  at  the  end  of  the  year  on 
paying  $700.  Such  license  was  revoked  by  Pharr's  death, 
or,  at  all  events,  by  the  executor.  . 

The  charge  asked  was  properly  refused- — See  authorities 
above  cited.  There  is  one  objection  fatal  to  the  charge  asked. 
If  it  had  been  given  as  asked,  and  without  any  explanation, 
and  the  jury  believed  the  state  of  facts  on  which  it  was  based, 
the  jury  would  have  been  bound  thereby  to  ^'  find  for  defend- 
ant," although  the  jury  might  have  believed  there  had  been 
^^  a  rescission  of  the  contract"-— of  which  rescisssion  there  was 
evidence.  Inasmuch  as  there  was  evidence  tending  to  prove  a 
rescission  of  the  contract,  and  inasmuch  as  such  rescission  (if  it 
existed)  was  fatal  to  the  defendant  below,  any  charge  asked  by 
him  might  weU  be  refosed,  which  excluded  the  question  of  the 
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rescission  of  the  contract  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  and 
authorized  the  jury  to  ^'  find  for  defendant/'  although  they 
might  believe  there  had  been  a  rescission.  If  the  charge  as 
asked  had  been  git^en^  an  explanation  thereof  would  have  been 
necessiiry)  and  such  an  explanation  as  would  have  amounted  to 
a  remodeling  of  that  charge. — Ross  v.  Rosi,  20  Ala.  105 ;  19 
Ala.  822. 

LIOON,  J. — The  errors  assigned  in  this  case  relate,  Ist, 
to  the  rejection  of  the  deposition  of  the  witness  Thomas ;  and, 
2nd,  to  the  charges  given  and  refused  by  the  court. 

1.  In  relation  to  the  deposition  of  Tliomas,  the  plaintiff  moved 
its  suppression  on  the  trial,  for  supposed  irregularities  in  the 
dedimuSy  in  the  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  the  affidavit  to  procure 
its  issue,  and  the  certificate  of  the  commissioner  who  took  it. 

The  first  objection  is  founded  on  the  manner  in  which  the 
parties  to  the  suit  are  stated  in  the  dedimus.  The  style  of  the 
case  is  there  set  out,  as  ^^  Thomas  K.  Beck  plaintiff,  and  James 
T.  Reese  defendant ;"  when  the  writ  and  declaration  are  in  tho 
name  of  Thomas  K.  Beck,  as  executor  of  Ephraim  Pharr, 
deceased.  We  are  inclined  to  think  this  objection  entirely  too 
technical  to  be  allowed  to  prevail  in  any  case,  as  the  commis- 
sion may  be  amended  by  the  other  parts  of  the  record,  which 
clearly  show  in  what  character  the  plaintiff  sues. — Jordan  v. 
Hazzard,  10  Ala.  221  ;  Evans  v.  Norris,  1  Ala.  511.  In  the 
case  under  consideration,  the  commission  issued  on  interrogato- 
ries filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk,  which  are  required  to  accom* 
pany  it.  To  these  we  may  well  look,  in  order  to  supply  any 
omission  of  the  clerk  in  stating  the  style  of  the  case  in  the 
dedimusy  as  well  as  to  the  affidavit  on  which  it  issues.  In  both 
the  interrogatories  and  the  affidavit  accompanying  this  commis- 
sion, the  style  of  the  case  is  set  out  as  it  is  in  the  writ  and 
declaration. 

The  objection  to  the  affidavit  cannot  be  sustained.  It  is  made 
by  the  attorney  for  the  defendant,  sets  out  that  the  testimony 
of  the  witness  is  material  to  the  defendant,  and  that  the  affiant 
has  been  informed  and  believes  that  the  witness  is  unable  to 
attend  court  because  of  sickness  and  great  bodily  infirmity. 
The  reason  why  the  deposition  of  the  witness  is  sought,  is 
one  of  the  grounds  on  wfaioh  it  is  allowable  to  take  the  depo- 
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siticm  of  a  resident  witness.  The  bodily  infirmity  of  the  wit- 
ness need  not,  as  it  is  ^apposed,  be  referable  only  to  his  age^ 
before  the  law  will  excnse  his  personal  attendance,  and  authorise 
bis  deposition  to  be  taken.  His  inability  to  attend  court  aris- 
ing from  bodily  infirmity,  superinduced  from  any  cause,  is  suffi- 
cient. The  deposition  is  only  de  bene  esse^  at  best,  and  may  be 
excluded,  if,  at  the  ticoe  of  the  trial,  it  is  made  to  appear  to 
the  court,  that  the  witness  has  been  relieved,  and  is  able  to  give 
his  personal  attendance. — Sess.  Acts  1849-'50,  p.  78,  ^  1. 

The  fact  that  the  affidavit  is  made  by  the  attorney,  and  not 
the  party  himself,  does  not  vitiate  it. — Brahan  v.  Debrill,  1 
Stew.  14 ;  Sess.  Acts  1849-^60,  §  §  1-6,  p.  78. 

The  objection  taken  to  the  notice  of  filing  the  interrogatories, 
and  suing  out  the  commission,  is  equally  unavailing.  It  ap- 
pears at  the  foot  of  the  interrogatories,  in  the  margin  of  which 
the  style  of  the  case  is  correctly  stated,  and  is  addressed  to 
Messrs.  Rice  &  Morgan.  It  is  objected  that  it  does  not  style 
these  gentlemen  attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  appears 
to  have  been  servefl  by  the  sheriff  on  John  T.  Morgan,  Esq. 
Unless  notice  is  denied  to  have  been  received  by  the  party  enti- 
tled to  it,  the  court  will  not  look  into  the  manner  or  form  in 
which  it  was  given. — Milton  v.  Rowland,  11  Ala\  782.  We 
think,  however,  that  this  record  shows  affirmatively  that  notice 
in  writing  was  given  to  the  plaintiff's  attorneys.  It  is  true, 
they  are  not  styled  attorneys  at  law,  in  the  notice  itself;  but 
upon  reference  lo  the  declaration  we  perceive  it  is  filed  by  Rioe 
&  Morgan,  to  whom,  by  their  firm  name,  this  notice  is  addressed, 
and  the  court  will  presume,  in  the  absence  of  any  denial  on 
their  part,  that  it  was  addressed  to  them  in  the  same  character 
in  which  they  filed  the  declaration  in  this  case.  For  the  same 
reason,  that  is,  a  failure  to  deny  the  fact  by  the  plaintiff  or  his 
attorneys,  we  will  presume  that  the  sheriff  did  his  duty,  and 
that  the  John  T.  Morgan  named  in  his  return,  is  the  partner 
of  the  firm  of  Rice  &  Morgan.  Had  this  been  denied  in  the 
court  below,  the  sheriff  might  have  been  allowed  to  amend  his 
return,  and  thus  remove  all  ambiguity,  for  it  amounts  to  nothing 
more.  The  last  leason  given  against  the  propriety  of  allowing 
this  deposition  to  be  read,  is  predicated  on  the  third  section  of 
the  act  of  1849--50,  Sess.  Acts  p.  78-4,  which  prescribes  how 
depositions  under  that  act  shall  be  taken,  and  anoog  other 
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things  directs,  that  ^'  the  commissioner  shall,  under  his  hand 
and  seal|  below  the  testimony,  or  on  some  convenient  place  in 
the  papers,  certify  to  the  clerk  of  the  proper  court,  or  to  the 
justice,  that  the  eyidence  of  the  witness  was  taken  down  under 
oath,  and  subscribed  by  him  in  his  presence,  at  a  time  and  place 
appointed  by  him,"  &c* 

The  deposition  which  the  court  below  suppressecl  in  this  case, 
is  taken  with  strict  regard  to  every  requirement  of  this  statute, 
except  in  respect  to  the  seal  of  the  commissioner.  No  objec- 
tion lies  to  the  competency  of  the  witness,  or  the  relevancy  of 
the  evidence.  The  defect  complained  of  is  a  mere  irregularity 
of  the  form  in  which  the  relevant  evidence)  of  a  competent  wit- 
ness, is  attested  by  the  commissioner  who  Uxk  it  undor  lawful 
authority.  In  other  words,  it  is  a  defect  oi  form\  but  this 
form  is  required  by  the  statute,  and  the  certificate  is  incom- 
plete without  it.  If  the  objection  had  been  taken  at  the  proper 
time,  it  might  probably  have  been  allowed  to  prevail.  But 
under  the  more  recent  decisions  of  this  court,  it  is  now  w<dl 
settled,  that  objections  made  to  a  deposition  for  irregularities  in 
taking  it,  come  too  late  when  made  for  the  first  time  at  the  hear- 
ing or  trial  of  the  cause. — Jourdan  v.  Jourdan,  17  Ala.  466 ; 
Colgin  V.  Redman,  20  Ala.  660. 

For  these  reasons,  wo  think,  the  court  below  erred  in  sup- 
pressbg  the  deposition  of  the  witness  Thomas. 

2.  The  next  assignment  of  error  is  predicated  upon  the  see** 
ond  affirmative  charge  of  the  court,  which  is  in  these  words  : 
*'  If  they  (the  jury)  believe  from  the  evidence,  that  the  contract 
between  Ephraim  Pharr  and  Mrs.  Bell  was,  that  she  was  to 
keep  the  boy  during  the  year  1846,  and  at  tiie  end  of  iktX 
jeax  had  her  choice  to  keep  the  negro  on  paying  $700,  or  to 
return  him  and  pay  $100  for  his  hire ;  and  that  sometime  in 
the  month  of  November  of  that  year  she  expressed  her  willing- 
ness to  the  plaintiff  to  take  the  boy  at  $700,  and  the  plaintiff 
repudiated  the  contract,  yet  this  did  not  dispense  with  the 
necessity  of  Mrs.  Bell's  making  a  tender  at  the  end  of  the 
year  1846  ;  and  if  the  tender  was  noi  made,  then  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  recover." 

This  charge  cannot  be  supported.  The  evidence  tends 
strongly  to  show,  that  the  contract  between  Pharr  and  Mrs. 
Bell  amounted  to  a  conditional  sale  of  the  slave  in  c<xitrover8y 
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by  the  fomier  to  tiie  latter,  by  which  the  latter  was  allowed 
VBtil  the  end  of  the  year  1846  to  determine  whether  it  fihonld 
become  absolute.    The  testimcmy  also  conduced  to  show,  that 
in  November,  1846,  (Pharr  having  died  in  the  meantime,  and 
the  plaintiff  having  become  hk  executor,)  Mrs.  Bell  made  her 
election,  and  announced  to  the  plaintiff  her  determination  to 
retain  the  slave,  and  treat  the  contract  as  a  sale,  and  not  as 
a  bailment  by  way  of  hire,  at  the  same  time  offering  to  perform 
her  part  of  the  contract  of  sale ;  but  the  plaintiff  repudiated 
the  contract  of  his  testator.     From   this  moment  the  title  to 
the  slave  vested  absolutely  in  Mrs.   Bell ;  and  if  it  had  died 
between  that  period  and  the  1st  day  of  January,  1847,  there 
can  be  no  question  that  the  loss  would  have  fallen  on  her,  and 
the  death  of  the  slave  would  have  formed  no  defence  in  an  ac- 
tion against  her  by  the  present  plaintiff,  in  his  representative 
capacity,  for  the  purchase  money. — ^McLeod  v.  Powe  &  Smith, 
12  Ala.  9.    This  charge  is  essentially  erroneous,  in  confining 
Mrs.  Bell's  right  of  election  to  the  last  of  the  year  1846.     She 
had  the  right  to  determine  whether  she  would  treat  the  contract 
as  a  sale,  at  any  time  after  it  was  made,  and  before  the  end  of 
the  year*    If  she  did  make  her  election  in  November,  the  sale 
was  complete,  and  the  end  of  the  year  had  nothing  more  to  do 
with  the  contract,  except  to  fix  the  time  when  the  purchase 
money  should  fall  due.    Under  this  charge,  the  jury  were  pro- 
hibited from  looking  to,  and  passing  upon,  the  testimony  of 
Mrs.  McMeans  and  other  witnesses,  who  had  testified  in  rela- 
tion to  the  conversation  and  conduct  of  Mrs.  Bell  and  the  plain- 
tiff in  November,  1846,  and  of  saying  whether  what  occurred 
at  that  time  amounted  to  an  election  by  the  latter  to  treat  the 
contract  as  a  sale,  and  an  offer  on  her  part  to  perfonn  its  stipu- 
lations, from  which  she  was  hindered  by  the  defendant,  who 
repudiated  the   contract  altogether.    The  charge  confines  the 
right  of  Mrs.  Bell  to  perform  the  terms  of  the  agreement  on  her 
part  to  a  singk  day^  when  we  think  she  might  have  made  her 
election,  and  paid  or  tendered  the  purchase  money,  on  the  last 
day  of  the  year,  or  at  any  time  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the 
agreement  and  the  last  day  of  the  year.    In  the  case  of  MsLeod 
v»  Powe  &  Smith,  supra^  the  agreement  between  the  parties,  as 
it  is  recited  by  the  court,  was,  that  the  money  should  be  paid 
on  the  Ist  day  of  January,  1844,  and  the  only  proof  of  tender 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


ALABAMA. 


Reeae  t.  Beok*  ezecntor,  &o. 


was  on  the  26th  day  of  Deoember,  1843  ;  yet  this  was  held  to 
be  sufficient  to  vest  the  title  of  the  slaves  in  the  ycndee,  and 
left  the  vendor  only  his  right  of  action  for  the  purchase  money. 
So,  in  the  present  case,  if  the  testimony  is  sufficient  to  show  an 
offer  by  Mrs.  Bell  to  pay  the  purchase  money,  in  November, 
and  a  refusal  by  Beck  to  receive  it,  it  would  have  been  all  that 
could  be  required  to  be  done  to  vest  the  title  of  the  slave  in  her, 
without  the  necessity  of  again  offering  to  make  the  payment  oo 
the  last  day  of  the  year.  This  part  of  the  case,  with  proper 
directions  as  to  what  would  amount  to  a  tender  od  the  part  of 
the  vendee,  and  what  acts  of  the  plaintiff  would  amount  to  a 
waiver  of  the  necessity  of  a  formal  tender,  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  jury.  The  vice  of  the  charge  under  examina- 
tion, is,  that  this  was  not  only  not  done,  but  the  jury  were  vir- 
tually instructed  that  this  proof  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
point  in  issue  between  the  parties.  We  express  no  opinion  as 
to  the  conclusiveness  of  the  proof  in  relation  to  the  tender  of 
the  money,  or  the  offer  to  perform  her  part  of  the  contract  by 
Mrs*  Bell,  in  the  month  of  November,  1846  ;  that  is  a  matter 
for  the  jury.  We  only  decide  that  she  had  the  right,  under 
the  contract,  to  make  the  tender  at  that  time,  and  if  it  was 
made  and  refused,  she  was  not  bound  to  renew  it  on  the  last  day 
of  the  year. 

S.  The  charge  asked  by  the  defendant,  was  correctly  refused 
by  the  court.  All  charges  must  be  given  with  reference  to  the 
proof  in  the  case,  and  when  asked  by  either  party,  or  affirma- 
tively given  by  the  court,  should  be  so  framed  as  not  to  exclude 
from  the  consideration  of  the  jury  any  portion  of  the  evidence 
which  might  exert  an  influence  over  their  verdict.  There  is 
some  evidence  in  this  record  in  relation  to  a  rescission  of  the  con- 
tract between  Pharr  and  Mrs.  Bell.  The  testimony  on  this 
point  is  said  to  have  been  conflicting.  The  charge  asked  de> 
mands  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  without  reference  to  the  fact 
as  to  whether  the  contract  bad  or  had  not  been  rescinded  by 
the  parties.  The  court  was  not  bound  to  qualify  it,  and  with- 
out this  qualification  it  was  correctly  refused. 

For  the  errors  heretofore  pointed  out,  the  judgment  must  be 
reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 
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NIXON   vs.  ROBBINS,  Exbcutob  &c.  m  gn 

\zi   088 

1.  Where  coadltiooal  words  are  used  in  a  will,  which,  if  onczplained,  would  1*^  |§| 
preyent  the  vesting  of  a  legacy,  such  words  will  not  be  allowed  to  defeat 

the  intention  of  the  testator,  when  apparent  from  other  portions  of  the 
will,  that  the  legacy  should  vest  immediately  ;  and  where  an  absolute  prop- 
erty is  bequeathed  to  one  at  a  certain  period  in  futurOy  and  the  whole  of  the 
intermediate  interest  is  given  to  another,  the  legatee  of  the  absolute  prop- 
erty takes  a  vested  interest. 

2.  Where  a  testator  bequeathed  certain  slaves  to  his  daughter,  "during  her 
Datnral  life,  Mith  this  provuo:  that  if  her  son  Thomas ^  now  an  infant ^ 
should  live  to  be  ttten^y-one  years  of  age,'-  then  he  gave  three  of  said 
negroes  to  his  said  grandson,  "to him  and  to  his  heirs  forever,-'  it  teas  held, 
that  the  legacy  to  the  testator's  grandson  was  contingent,  and  did  not  vest 
until  he  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 

3.  An  executor's  assent  to  the  legacy  of  a  life  interest  in  slaves,  operate  as  an 
assent  on  his  part  to  the  legacy  of  a  vested  remainder  in  them  ;  but  if  the 
remainder  is  contingent,  and  the  interest  in  the  property  during  the  inter- 
val between  the  termination  of  the  life  estate  and  the  happening  of  the 
contingency  on  which  the  remainder  is  to  vest,  is  not  disposed  of  by  the 
will,  it  must  be  administered  accordingly  by  the  executor,  and  his  assent 
to  the  legacy  for  life  will  have  no  effect  whatever  on  the  remainder. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Dallas. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Andrew  B.  Moobe. 

Detinue  for  certain  slaves,  by  the  executor  of  John  Rob- 
bins,  deceased,  against  Richard  J.  Nixon.  Both  parties 
claimed  under  the  will  of  said  John  Robbins,  which!  con- 
tained the  following  clause : 

**  I  lend  unto  my  daughter  Mary  Nixon  the  following  ne- 
gro slaves,  viz.,  Peter,  Esther,  Michael,  Armstead,  and  Lit- 
tle Fanny  (Little  Fanny  she  is  not  to  have  till  the  death  of 
my  wife),  and  one  negro  girl  named  Rose,  during  her  natu- 
ral life ;  with  this  proviso  :  that  if  her  son,  Thomas  Nixon, 
now  an  infant,  should  live  to  be  twenty-one  years  of  age,  I 
give  unto  him,  the  said  Thomas  Nixon,  three  of  the  negroes 
which  I  have  loaned  my  daughter  Mary,  viz.,  Rose,  Arm- 
stead  and  Michael,  to  him  and  his  heirs  forever  ;  and  after 
the  death  of  my  daughter  Mary,  the  negroes  I  have  loaned 
to  her  (for)  her  natural  life,  except  the  three  I  have  given  to 
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my  grandson  Thomas  Nixon,  1  give  and  bequeath  (to)  her 
children  lawfully  begotten  of  her  body." 

The  negroes  sued  for  are  the  three  above  named  which 
were  bequeathed  to  said  Thomas  Nixon.  The  defendant  was 
the  husband  of  said  Mary  Nixon,  who  had  died  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  and  the  father  and  guardian  of 
said  Thomas,  who  was  sliown  to  be  seven  or  eight  years  of 
age  ;  and  he  received  tlie  slaves,  in  right  of  his  wife,  from 
the  executor.  Upon  these  facts,  the  court  charged  the  jury, 
that  the  plaintiflF  was  entitled  to  recover  :  to  which  charge 
the  defendant  excepted,  and  which  he  now  assigns  for  error. 

William  M.  Murphy,  for  the  appellant: 

1.  The  will  of  John  Robbins,  Sr.,  creates  a  vested  remiUDder 
in  his  grandson,  Thomas  Nixon. — Farley  v.  Gilmer  et  al,^  12 
Ala.  141.  In  the  case  cited,  on  page  144,  it  is  said:  ^'A 
devise  of  freehold  to  A  when  he  shall  attain  twenty-ooe  years, 
will  vest  immediately  in  A,  whether  the  devise  be  immediate  or 
only  in  remainder."  In  this  case,  this  court,  in  the  construc- 
tion of  the  will,  looked  to  the  intention  of  the  testator.  John 
Robbins  believed  that  bequest  vested  these  slaves  in  his  grand- 
son. After  making  the  bequest  to  his  daughter  and  grandson, 
he  says  :  ^^  The  negroes  I  have  loaned  to  her,  for  her  natural 
life,  except  the  three  I  have  given  to  my  grandson,  Thomas 
Nixon,  I  give  and  bequeath  her  children  lawfully  begotten  of 
her  body."  This  lot  of  negroes  was  set  apart  by  the  testator 
to  the  family  of  this  daughter  ;  and  supposing  that  he  had  given 
three  to  his  grandson  Thomas,  he  makes  no  further  disposition 
of  them,  but  he  does  of  the  other  slaves,  "  to  her  children  law- 
fully begotten  of  her  body."  Again ;  by  reference  to  the  whole 
will,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  testator  disposed  of  his  whole  estate 
to  his  children. — See,  particularly.  Boras  ton's  Case,  3  Co.  19b ; 
Mansfield  v.  Dugard,  Gill.  Eq.  R. 

2.  The  proviso  is  applicable  alone  to  the  estate  given  to  the 
daughter  Mary  Nixon.  "  I  lend  unto  my  daughter  (the  slaves 
naming  them)  during  her  natural  life ;  with  this  proviso,  that 
if  her  son,  Thomas  Nixon,  should  live  to  be  twenty-one."  The 
wife  took  a  life  estate,  provided  Thoma.^  Nixon  should  not  live 
to  bo  twcnty-one  ;  but  provided  ho  did  live  to  be  twenty-one, 
then  a  term  for  years.    To  test  the  application  of  this  proviso, 
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indto  show  tbat  it  applies  to  th«  Estate  tWi  Mmj  Nizwiim 
to  take^  look  at  the  words  preceding  it»  Thos^  norda  oreale  md 
estate  for  life .  The  pro^o^  howe?er^  ^tanUfiea  H^  sttd  emtnii 
aa  estate  for  life  to  the  attaiuneni  of  the  iliyslril^  of  her  isEiM 
SOB  Thomas.  Ag^ ;  this  is  a  loan  to  Macy  Nbtod  tai  fifeidr 
for  years.  The  ooDtbgeiioy  eonteoded  for  is  iBfisiided  ferhse 
estate.  As  to  the  gi^andsoa,  the  gift  was,  hjr  th^  inttttieoscl 
the  teetatori  postfioDed  ni^  he  was  tweoty-ote. 

8.  This  oourt^  as  to  remainders  and  ttesQtorjdtfwMvtPi^M 
to  dayes  the  hiws  appUeaUe  to  real  estate*  In  the  eas^of  Doa^ 
lessee  of  Hont^  v.  Moore,  U  East  QQi^  Lcird  £liefahe»ig^ 
says,  ^'  Aat  aeoordiog  to  the  rale  established  Vjf  the  desiaieiis 
on  the  devises  of  real  esliatot  a  doTiie  to  A  when  he  attettt 
twenty-one,  to  bold  to  him  and  his  heirl,  and  if  lie  die  noder 
twenty-one,  then  over,  does  not  mUke  the  deitMee  aMahlillg 
twenty-one  a  condition  precedent  to  the  interest  veKtbg  in  hhi^ 
bat  the  dying  nnder  twenty -one  is  a  condition  sobseqnent  oo 
which  the  estate  is  to  be  divested.'^  In  Roipw  on  I^qpuiss^ 
Tol.  1,  887,  there  is  a  olsss  of  cases  eited  appliiiabte  to  tUa. 
"  When  the  period  of  payment  or  e^oyment  ^of  the  Anid  i* 
deferred  until  the  legatee  attein  the  age  of  twonty-enei  but  in 
the  mean  time  the  property  is  given  to  a  parent,^'  &e.,  ^^  the 
words  ^  when^  or  ^  after,'  which  import »  conditwn  precedenl*  to 
the  luting  of  the  legacy,  will  not  be  permitted  to  pKioditfie  that 
effect ;  but  on  the  contrary,  will  be  merely  descriptive  of  the 
time  when  the  legatee  will  be  let  into  possession;'^  ^^  th^  xeaion 
why  it  was  not  given  sooner  to  the  legatee,  was  from  regard  to 
his  convenience,  as  it  coald  not  be  given  Gonventent^  to  a  pen- 
son  of  his  age.— See  Goodtille  v.  Whitby,  1  Barr.p.  282  ;  9 
Vesey  280.  The  intention  of  the  testator,  in  the  case  at  bai^ 
was  to  carve  oat  this  estate  to  the  mother  for  the  cenveoBfiace 
and  benefit  of  her  scm,  Thomas  Nixon,  who  was  an  in£uiit  end 
nnable  to  take  care  of  his  l^gsi^.  This  is  evident  from  the 
fact,  that  the  momf»t  he  shall  become  capable  of  its  fnaolge*- 
meat  he  is  to  take.  Upon  this  pofet,  that  this  estatte  ^v-osted^ 
Thomas  Nixon,  the  cases  decided  in  North  Carolina  are  in  psioft. 
In  Johnson,  adm'r,  v.  Baker,  S  Af urphy  .318,  ^^instatdr  gave 
to  his  wife  aU  the  property  be  i«ceived  with  heii,  and  the  iMtillf 
his  estate  h^^s^e  her  tiU  his  eon  sbonld  osme  to  kwfiii  agSy 
when  Ifae  aaiae  shoidd  bdo«g  to  Um»^^  Xhe  widair  died^isavi- 
48 
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ktg  the  son  Bornvbg  ber.  The  court  say :  ^'  The  words  ^  till 
his  son  coooes  to  lawful  age,  when  the  property  sboald  belong  to 
him/ do  not  import  #Goatingenoy;  they  only  mark  the  time 
when  the  remainder  limited  by  the  will  is  to  vest  in  possession ; 
the  devise  being  considered  as  made  subject  to  the  intermediate 
•stiskte  created  out  of  it,  and  made  an  exception  to  it."  On 
page  321,  the  court  say  :  ^^  The  determination,  in  this  case, 
does  not  conflict  with  the  rule,  that  where  a  devisci  is  made  to  a 
person  when  he  shall  attain  twenty-one,  without  any  disposition 
of  the  property  in  the  mean  time,  that  generally  such  devise  or 
bciquest  is  conditional,  and  will  not  vest  before  the  arrival  of 
that  period.  But  an  exception  is  made  to  the  rule,  where  the 
testator  has  disposed  of  the  intermediate  interest,  either  to  a 
stranger  or  legatee.  It  was  upon  this  distinction  that  the  case 
of  Perry  v.  Rhodes'  AdmV  was  decided  (1  Law  R.  82.)"  In 
the  ease  of  Perry  v.  Rhodes,  1  Carolina  Law  Repository,  on 
page  84,  '^  the  intermediate  interest  is  given  to  the  wife,  doubt- 
less, with  a  view  to  the  benefit  of  the  children,  as  well  as  to  her- 
self ;  and  it  has  been  held,  that  where  the  intermediate  interest 
is  given,  either  to  a  stranger  or  to  the  legatee  himself,  such  a 
case  forms  an  exception  to  the  distinction  which  has  been  sta- 
ted, because  it  explains  the  reason  why  the  time  of  payment  on 
division,  as  in  this  case,  was  postponed,  and  is  perfectly  con- 
sistent with  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  the  legacy  should 
immediately  vest. " 

4.  The  executor,  in  this  case,  cannot  recover,  having  assen- 
ted to  the  legacy,  and  delivered  it. — Adm'r  of  Gross  v.  Terling- 
ton,  2  Murphy's  (N.  C.)  R.  p«  6.  This  case  decides,  that  an 
administrator  cannot  bring  trover  for  a  chattel,  after  his  consent 
that  defendant  shall  have  it  before  administration  granted. — 
'^  After  the  assent  of  the  executor  to  a  specific  legacy,  the  legal 
property  in  the  thing  is  completely  vested  in  the  legatee,  nor 
can  it,  at  law,  be  divested  by  the  creditors  of  the  testator,  and 
a  Jieri  facias  against  the  goods  of  the  testator  cannot  be  levied 
wpon  it. — 2  Lomax  on  Ex.  184  ;  Hunter,  ex'r,  v.  Green,  22 
Ala.  888. 

5.  In  North  Carolina  it  has  been  decided,  as  to  the  assent, 
that  the  geneial  rule  cannot  be  doubted,  that  where  a  legacy  is 
limited  over  by  way  of  remainder  or  executory  devise,  the 
executor's  assent  to  the  first  taker  is  good  as  to  all  subsequent 
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takera. — Dmnander's  Ex'rs  v«  CarringtoD,  1  Murpby  468.  In 
the  case  at  bar,  there  is  no  farther  trust  or  daty  to  perform ; 
and  it  has  been  decided  in  North  OaroIIna,  that  where  that  is 
the  case  there  is  no  resptmsibility  on  the  executor. 

6.  After  the  legacy  is  assented  to,  and  the  property  deliyered 
to  the  legatee,  there  is  no  further  priyity. — Redmond  y.  Coffin, 
2  Dey.  Eq.  (N.  C.)  437  ;  see  particularly  fhe  opinion  of  Judge 
Ruffin,  p.  444) ;  Saunders  y.  Gkttlin,  1  Dey.  &  Bat.  Eq.  86. 

7-  Upon  what  principle  can  this  property  reyert  to  the  exec- 
utor ?  There  are  no  duties  required  by  the  will  to  be  executed, 
which  haye  not  been  discharged ;  there  are  no  responsibilities. 
The  case  of  Williamson  and  Wife  y.  Lucy  Mason,  28  Ala« 
488,'decides  that  the  executor  <^  the  person  taking  the  Gfe 
estate  was  entitled  to  the  property,  to  hold  as  trustee  for  the 
children  of  Lucy  Mason,  by  yirtue  of  the  terms  of  the  deed  ; 
it  haying  been  decided  that  the  contingent  remainder  under  the 
deed  could  be  supported  by  the  estate  continuing  in  the  execu* 
tors  of  the  persons  owning  the  life  estate.  Here  the  executor 
of  the  persons  entitled  to  the  life  estate  are  not  suing.  The 
case  of  McWilliams  y.  Ramsay,  28  Ala.,  does  not  apply.-^ 
There  the  deed  expressly  requires  that  the  title  and  property 
shall  reyert  to  the  grantor  if  Hying,  and  if  dead  shall  descend 
to  his  bars. 

8.  Haying  now  shown  that  the  executor,  after  his  assent  to 
the  legacy  and  deliyery  to  the  legatee,  cannot  recoyer,  the 
question  presents  itself,  who  is  entitled  to  haye  this  property 
until  Thomas  Nixon  arrives  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  t 
I  answer,  that  the  executor  or  administrator  of  his  mother,  Mary 
Nixon.  Mary  Nixon  has  an  estate  for  life,  unless  her  son, 
Thomas  Nixon,  arrives  at  the  age  of  twenty-one.  If  he  shall 
arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  she  has  an  estate  until  that 
time.  This  latter  is  vested,  and  upon  no  contingency.  This  is 
a  term  for  years,  if  Thomas  Nixon  should  live  to  be  twenty-one. 
llomas  Nixon  is  still  living,  and  not  yet  twenty -one.  She  has 
a  yested  interest  in  these  slaves  of  a  term  for  years,  while 
Thomas  Nixon  is  living ;  and  her  administrator  can  sue  for, 
recover  and  hold  this  usufructuary  interest  bequeathed  to  her 
during  the  life  of  Thomas  Nixon,  and  until  he  shall  be  twenty- 
one  ;  at  that  time  tiie  property  becomes  his*  This  construction 
supports  the  will,  and  effectuates  the  intention  of  the  testator ; 
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U  cerMfify  m»B  iftie  iate&itoD  tif  the  iestalor,  to  psft  witb  the 
luraptri^  Jo  ibeae  slaves  -£m:  the  benefit  of  his  daoghtery 
mi  rfbe  fifties  can  never  veyevt  to  Ins  estate  mitil  the 
death  of  Thomas  Jiiuoui*  Baring  his  life  and  until  he 
pjttains  'the  .$gfi  4)f  iifientj-OD«,  the  tenn  for  years  is  in  his 
metber,.or  Ixer  xq^resentatives :  if  he  should  die  before  that 
jfif  tiieiie^iiesi.be  .oontitjic^nt  as  to  him)  the  question  ef  rernr- 
Bion  wiili^risei;  ftntil'that  shall. occur,  before  bis  arriYal  «t 
tnenfj-fOD^j  it  xsannot  ^mcut. 

J".  "W.  liAPSLBY,  contra  : 

The  bequest  to  Thomas  Nixon  was  executory,  and  creates 
;»;eontingenif estate  d^pcoideut  on  his  attaining  the  age  of 
tv^n^-one  yefirs.  The  words  '^  with  this  proviso  :  that  if  " 
Ac^^r^sused  in  this  will,  h»ve  a  double  effect:  let,  to  limit 
^s.  ilizoute  JU£e  estate  to  the  period  wbm  her  son  Thomas 
fibo^ld-Mrive  atihe  j^q  of  twenty-otie,if  both  should  live  so 
lo^  ^and,  ^4)  ^  create  a  oocitingent  estate  in  said  Thomas, 
depend^at  on  his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one.  K  the 
e3taiex)|  Ihomsfi  is  not  contingent,  it  is  impossible  to  con- 
Mivje^oif  a  icontiagent  estate  ;  and  if  contingent,  it  cannot 
wesi^y  <af  oaucse^  .u&trl;the  event  happens  on  which  it  depends, 
viz.,  his  living  to  the  age  of  twenty-one.  If  it  does  not  vest, 
i^  mst,  of  «<mrse,  revert  to  the  estate  of  the  testator,  to  be 
i(^d.l^  ihe  executor  subject  to  the  happening  of  the  contin- 
^;m(|K-'*^F]earne  on  Bemainders,  ''  Executory  Devises,*' 
^.Cpn^tixtgent  Aamainders,"  &c.;  Marr  v.  McCulloagh,  6 
P^oier  507^  Batesford  v.  Kibbell,  3  Yeeey  868  ;  Hanson  v. 
(kabam,  £ik  i239  i  5  i&.  582  ;  1  Jarman  en  Wills,  pp.  771, 
77J,  3»1, 

fi  n  contended  by  the  plaintiff  m  error,  that  the  interves- 
Hqhx  ^f  the.paxticalar  estate  in  Mrs.  Nixon  changes  the  diar> 
a^r  of  the  ibequeBt  to  Thomas,  and  makes  it,  though  in 
i^sjns^^oonti^gwtt,  a  vested  interost ;  and  the  case  of  Pear- 
^»  y.  C^riier,  $  Murph.  (N.  C.)  321,  is  relied  on  to  sustain 
a^  ^mtJLon.  Qft  examination  of  that  case,  it  wiH  be  Ibnnd 
4;0)la^y  (^Si^cejat  fxiom  this:  these  it  was  held,  as  a  'wM  estab- 
Uahe^igi^^li'Jt  ^^^f  ti>at  even  the  word  ^'  vhen,"  standing 
Alm6^.«od-^Hdied  to  icigMio^  is  %  woisd  of  conditian. 
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tor  contains  the  JbUowin^  ckmse : 

''  I  lend  anto  my  daughter  Mary  ffiKOtt  fite  {blKE^iig'fi^ 
gto  Blares,  viz.,  Peter,  Bsther,  Micdfael^  AiHttfiteiacI;  aad^'EM^ 
tie  Fanny  (Little  Fanny  i^  is  noti  to  b«?«  tiH  Ae  deoffi  of 
my  wife),  and  one  n^ro  girl  named- R^ise;  <iar&ig  ter  nattt^ 
ral  life ;  with  this  proviso :  that  if  hei^  sen,  'FBomas  NiaHm, 
how  an  inftint,  should  lire  to  be  twentyM)ne'  years  oP  age,  f 
give  unto  him,  the  said  Thomas  Nilson,  ^w&oi'ikt'  negrow 
which  I  have  loaned  my  danghtw  Mary,  viar.,  Btose,  jUrttk 
stead  and  Michael^  to  him  and  bis  heirs^  t^ft^pfet;  and"  aft^ 
the  death  of  my  daughter  Maiy,  the  negneee  P  htwe-ld'iMttdA 
to  her  (for)  her  natural  life,  except  thei  three  Iha^o-giVcai  tl» 
my  grandson  Thomas  Nixon,  1  give  and^  beqttearib  (tl^  Hef 
childreBr  lawfully  begotten  of  her  laiody  .*'' 

The  main  question  in  tiie  casei%  whether  the 'leg^Kgrgi^^eii 
to  Thomas  Nixon  is  vest^^  ov  eon4ing«i^«  Hlte  giS^  lA  19 
Thomas  Nixon,  *'tf^'  he  should  Ikm  to^  be^^awatj^-one^  yMMp 
of  age;  and  the  rale  is,  that  this' expression, ii>BlesB'iti|^€ien<' 
trolled  by  the  context  of  the  wi}l>  po^tpoMS  the  viestlfig  o9 
the  legacy  until  the  period-  at  wMchit  i9  payable  ^  t^r  wtil 
the  event  happens,  that  wUch^  is  gyovnd^  «po»  it  ewnot 
take  place  (  Brownswordv.  Bd4vante,  S^Ves^,  Sr.,  Stt,  »»)t 
Bat  although  this  is*  the  general  rule,  apfdloable  to  aB^oo«dl^ 
tional  words,  it  mwt  jHUi:  te^*  tbe^  iadei^ion  of<  the-  t«3tatop<; 
and  henoe,  althovigb  th«  worde  usedi  ara  snek^aa,  ifi^nnes^ 
plained,  would  prei^eatr  the  legacy  from^^veating^iiniBedtateiifS 
yet,  if  from  other  papts  oi^  theuwill',  it  is  appavent  tiiat(«aolir 
was  not  tfaje  intention-  of  tile'  te8lateE>,  buft  tiMi4'the-woiKte^  eoD^ 
pressive  of  a  condition  wetrOinet  «Bed>iq^  ttotiseiiBe^  bntoid^ 
to  mark  the  time  wh^  ^  logitay  was  to  be*  rem^^  then* 
the  words  musi  be  constroedf  to-  efl^otoale  Ae  iiiteii4ion# — 
Upm  this  pciiieiplait  is  well  settledy^  that,  altUeoghtiterei  b^ 
no  gift  ofi  the  legacy  previous  to  the  period  appeinited  for 'its 
paym^nt^  yet,  if  the  intermediate  iMaptst  be  giten^  to  tto 
legatee,  or  to  be  used  tor.  his  boMftt,  8wh  eit«umstaaoes-^ttti 
operate  to»  vsest  the  legcin^y ;  fbx)  the  reaeoB,  that  as  thft  whtole 
interest  ia  given,  either  in.  one' wajt  ou:  Ae  other^  for  tlM^  bett^- 
eflt  oi  thelegatee^  it  could  not  have  been  the  intoBtion  ef^lii^ 
testator  to  havo  made  the  absafcrte^inteveitittth^ligatee'QOtt* 
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tiDgent. — ^Foneran  y.  Fonerau,  8  Atk.  045  y  Hoath  t^ 
Hoath,  2  Bro.  C  C.  4;  Parker  v.  Golding,  18  Sim.  418.  So, 
also,  whea  the  intermediate  interest  is  not  bequeathed  for 
the  benefit  of  the  legatee  daring  minority,  or  until  the  fund 
18  directed  to  be  paid  him,  but  such  interest  is  bequeathed  to 
another  person  beneficially  till  the  legatee  of  the  capital  ar^ 
rives  at  a  particular  age,  and  when  he  attains  it  the  fund  is 
directed  to  be  paid  to  him;  or,  where  the  intermediate  inter* 
est  is  given  to  another  for  life ;  as  where  the  fond  is  be 
queathed  to,  or  in  trust  to,  A  for  life,  and  after  his  death  to 
B^  In  this  class  of  cases,  the  person  to  whom  the  absolute 
property  is  limited,  will  take  an  immediate  vested  interest  iii 
the  sulgeot ;  such  bequests  being  in  the  nature  of  remain- 
ders, and  the  interest  of  the  first  and  subsequent  takers  vest- 
ing at  the  same  time.  This  was  the  principle  on  which  Bo- 
raston's  case,  3  Co.  16,  was  decided;  in  which  the  devise  was 
to  Thomas  Amory  and  wife  for  eight  years,  then  to  the  ex- 
ecutors till  Hugh  Boraston  should  accomplish  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  and  the  mesne  profits  to  be  employed  by 
tilie  executor  to  the  performance  of  the  will,  and  then  to 
Hugh  Boraston  and  his  heirs  forever-  The  conditional 
words,  ^'  should  accomplish  tbe  age  of  twenty-one  years," 
were  made  to  bend  to  the  intent  of  the  testator,  gathered 
from  the  other  parts  of  the  will,  which  showed  that  the  term 
of  the  executors  was  not  to  determine  until  the  time  when 
the  remainder-man  would  have  been  of  age,  had  he  livedo  and 
they  were  so  construed ;  and  then,  as  the  particular  estate 
was  not  determined  by  the  death  of  the  remaiuder-man,  the 
estate  in  remainder  vested  immediatety.  This  is  the  leading 
case ;  and  the  principles  on  which  it  rests,  have  since  been 
generally  acknowledged.    These  principles  are : 

1*  That  where  conditional  words  aroused  in  a  will,  which, 
if  unexplained,  would  prevent  the  vesting  of  a  legacy,  such 
words  will  not  be  allowed  to  defeat  the  intention  of  the 
testator,  that  the  legacy  should  vest  immediately,  when 
apparent  from  other  portions  of  the  will ; 

2.  That  where  an  absolute  property  is  bequeathed  to  one, 
at  a  certain  period  in  futuroj  and  the  whole  of  the  inter- 
mediate interecft  given  to  another,  the  legatee  of  the  absolute 
property  takes  a  vested  i&tere8t.--Man8field  v.  Dnggard,  1 
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Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  195,  pi.  4;  Goodtitle  v.  Whitby,  1  Burr.  228; 
Lane  v-  Gouge,  9  Ves.  226,  231 ;  Taylor  v.  Biddall,  2  Mod. 
289 ;  Johnson  v.  Baker,  3  Mur.  318. 

It  is  obvious,  that  the  cade  at  bar  does  not  fall  within  that 
class  of  cases,  to  which  the  last  mentioned  principle  dedu- 
cible  from  Boraston's  case  is  applicable  ;  the  bequest  of  the 
intermediate  interest  not  being  to  the  daughter  until  Thomas 
Nixon  shall  arrive  at  twenty*one  years  of  age.  The  gift  is 
to  her  for  life,  provided  Thomas  Nixon  does  not  live  to  be 
twenty-one :  and  if  she  dies  before  he  arrives  at  that  age, 
there  is  a  gap  between  the  intermediate  interest  and  the  leg- 
acy to  Thomas  Nixon  ;  and  upon  the  principles  applicable  to 
real  estate,  the  latter  would  be  void  as  a  remainder.  This 
distinguishes  the  present  case  from  the  case  of  Johnson  v. 
Baker,  supra,  and  the  other  cases  cited  by  the  appellant. — 
Our  conclusion  is,  that  the  legacy  to  Thomas  Nixon  did  not 
vest,  until  he  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 

As  the  bequest  to  Thomas  Nixon  was  contingent,  it  follows 
that  the  interest  in  the  slaves  during  the  interval  between  the 
determination  of  the  life  estate  of  Mary  Nixon,  and  the 
happening  of  the  contingency,  upon  which  the  legacy  to 
Thomas  Nixon  was  to  vest,  not  being  disposed  of  by  the  will, 
was  an  intestate  interest,  and  was  to  be  administered  accor- 
dingly by  the  executor.  The  assent  on  his  part  to  the  leg- 
acy to  Mary  N^ixon  had  no  effect  whatever,  upon  th^  bequest 
to  Thomas  Nixon,  for  the  reason  we  have  already  assigned. 
Had  there  been  a  limitation  over  to  him,  by  way  of  vested 
remainder,  then  the  assent  to  the  legatee  of  the  intermediate 
estate,  would  have  operated  as  an  assent  to  the  remainder- 
man.   But  this  is  not  that  case. 

Judgment  afBrmed. 
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MOLBS  i«.  THE  STATE. 


m  121 1     t^   Wlf9f6«b<»^^^(;pped]f^ybfi«onv^t^ 

I  ^  ~67^  ^  ^^  ^<W^^  ^%  !f  entitled  to  the  namber  of  peremptoiy  challengeB  al- 
im  t^  ^^^  prbaecutions  fpr  that  offence  ;  Und  it  is,  therefore,  no  objectioa  lo 
\m    ^         tlie  ibrm  o^  indictment  prescribed  hy  the  Code  (p.  698),  tirnt  H  does  not  ffia- 

^  fingaldi  bctwon  tta  different  degrees  of  murde£ 

\^%      ^    13ifiBjlt)ia^l#^t]|^l|]B^l^dBmtetotiM 

^  ?f,V®]^.  ^^^f9^  ^^i  '*  f^9  person  diall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital  or  nUk- 

erwise  in/amous  crime,  opleas  on  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  grand  juiy,^' 
does  not  resbffct  the  States,  in  the  prosecution  of  capital  or  infiunons  crlmM, 
to  ihe  camnoit  lav  indictmente.  Those  ameodmeats  were  d«nwnj«i  hf  lia 
fiti^  Af  #/^gfiArd9..48«d4f^  eaprofuduDOOt^  on  the  part  of  tiie  Federal  Gor- 
er^inepit,  ^  w^re  no^  deeigAed  to  restrict  their  own  powers. 

3.  The  tenth  and  twelfth  sections  of  the  first  article  of  oar  State  constitntioa 
do  not  roBtrict  the  powers  of  the  liCgtsiatare  to  enact  laws  defining  offenoes 
and  their  ponfshment,  and  prescribing  the  fonns  of  uidictnents  suited  to 
j^Q),  AA  wel)  Q»  jygue  v^e  qf  trying  4iem.  If  i^e  form  of  ipdictment  pre- 
j^-il^c^,  bj  i)^e  ^t»lujt0  contains  ^ach  ftn  acciu^tioQ,  at  the  suit  of  the  State, 
fuuud  to  be  tra^  by  the  oaths  of  a  ^nd  jury,  as  furnishes  to  the  accused 
rea8onal)le  information  of  what  he  is  called  on  to  answer,  by  setting  forth 
the^ons^ltueat  dements  of  the  offence,  it  wiU  be  eoffieioat,  although  it  omits 
fi^a|iiy  ;^ieF^^n(t^  ^fl^fi^  f^  qwn^  la^,  were  a^joesBBiy  to  the  TaUdi^  of  an 
mdictn^cnt. 

4.  It  was  competent  for  the  Legislature,  by  statute,  to  dispense  with  the  aver- 
ment, in  an  indictment  ^r  murder,  &at  the  offence  was  committed  wifliiB 
the  bafly  <iC  the  county  in  wfaiidi  the  indietineat  was  foazid,  and  to  require 
t))^t  f%fi^  to  pf^  ah^f n  ^y  the  ande|u«e. 

5.  The  c%ption  of  an  indictment,  Rowing  when.  Mshere,  and  by  wliom  the 
court  was  held,  and  who  were  elected  and  sworn  as  grand  jurors,  may  be 
lOcAced  io,  in  aid  of  the  indietoent,  as  a  part  of  the  reccnd. 

6.  'A  Ten^ot  fining  the  priwner  guUty  of  is«f3^  in  tki  Sr$t  degree,  tmd 
sentencing  him  to  be  hung^  is  sufficl^^l^to  a^^^^!^  Jk  jllAS™^  ^^  oodtid- 
tion  and  sentence  of  death. 

7.  The  date  of  the  sentence  and  day  of  execution  may  be  expressed  in  figures, 
instead  of  letters. 

8.  A  justice  of  the  peace  has  authority,  in  cases  of  emergency,  to  appoint  a 
special  constable  (Code,  §712);  and  he  must  himself  judge  of  such  emergcncj. 

9.  A  warrant,  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  if  it  shows  on  its  Ihoe  that  tlie 
justice  had  no  authority  to  issue  it,  is  no  protection  to  the  officer  execntiag 
it,  -but  he  may  be  treated  as  a  trespasser. 

10.  An  affidavit,  by  a  married  woman,  that  '*  she  is  afraid  her  husband  will 
beat,  wound,  midm,  or  Idll  her,  or  do  her  some  bodUy  hurt,"  is  not  saOeieni 
toanthoriae  the  arrest  of  the  husband  (Code,  §§  3340,  3341);  and  if  the 
warrant  of  the  justice  appears  on  its  face  to  be  predicated  on  such  an  affidft> 
Tit|itisToid,aQd  foroidiesnoproteotioatotheoffioerezeoatiiigit 
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.  tutmoft  to  the  Oinmit  (kfM  of  DallaB. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Nat.  Gook. 

iowKPH  NdLBs,  die  pkintiff  in  error,  wmt  indicted  in  the 
Oireoit  Conrt  of  Dallas,  at  its  iSpring  tehn,  1858,  for  the  mm^ 
der  ci  George  Sharp.  The  indictment  was  in  the  tixtm  pre* 
Bcribed  by  the  Code,  on  page  698.  The  prisoner  denrarred  to 
the  indictment^  bat  his  demnrrer  waa  oyerraled,  and  he  thett 
pleaded  not  guilty.  1;he  jury  returned  a  yerdict,  sayiagj 
'^  they  find  the  defendant  guilty  of  murder  in  the  first  dagreoi 
and  sentence  him  to  be  hung."  The  prisoner  moved  to  set 
aside  this  yerdict,  but  his  motion  was  oyerruled;  and  he  then 
moyed  in  arrest  of  judgment,  which  motion  was  also  oyerruled. 

From  the  biU  of  exceptions,  whieh  was  taken  by  the  prisoner, 
it  appears,  that  his  wife  made  an  affidavit  before  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  him  to  kwp  the  peace ; 
that  the  said  justice  thereupon  issued  his  warrant  for  the 
arrest  of  the  prisoner,  remting  therein,  as  the  predicate  of  its 
issue,  that  Mary  Noles,  wife  of  Joseph  Noles,  had  made 
affidavit  before  him,;  ^^  that  she  is  afraid  that  her  husband  wUl 
beat,  wound,  maim,  or  kill  her,  or  do  her  some  bodily  hurt,  and 
has  therefore  prayed  surety  of  the  peace  a^inst  him,"  and 
appointed  the  deceased  a  special  constable  to  execute  it ;  that 
the  prisoner,  before  the  appomtment  of  the  special  constable, 
had  gone  to  the  office  of  the  justice,  and  demanded  an  investi- 
gation of  the  charge,  which  the  justice  had  declined,  saying 
that  he  could  not  hear  the  cause  until  the  prisoner  was  in  cus^ 
tody ;  that  the  prijsoner  had  not  left  the  town  when  the  special 
constable  was  appointed,  but  there  was  no  proof  whether  or  not 
he  knew  of  the  appointment ;  that  soon  after  the  prisoner  start- 
ed out  of  town,  in  the  direction  of  his  home,  the  deceased 
started  after  him,  and  overtook  him  in  the  edge  of  the  village, 
where  the  prii^oner  was  engaged  in  an  altercation  with  one  Perry, 
Tbe  evidence  ifas  conflicting  as  to  what  occurred  at  this  inter* 
view,  but  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  deceased,  at  this  time, 
said  anything  to  Noles  about  the  warrant.  About  two  o'clock, 
on  tbe  afternoon  of  the  same  day,  the  deceased,  in  company  with 
three  others,  went  to  the  prisoner's  house,  for  the  purpof  e  of 
arresting  him  under  the  warrant,  which  tbe  dece^eed  had  ip  his 
9omB9}OP  J  bnt  np  vreqt  wi^  then  eflfoctedt    La^  m  tb^  af^* 
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noon  of  the  Bame  day,  the  deceaaed  again  returned,  in  jeompany 
with  seven  or  eight  other  peraons,  to  arrest  the  prisoner ;  the 
deceased  carrying  a  gun  with  him.  On  approaching  the  priso- 
ner's hcfase,  he  came  out  -to  meet  them,  with  a  gun  in  Us  hands  ; 
and  in  the  interview  which  then  took  plaoe,  he  shot  the  deoeased, 
killing  him  immediately.  It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  state, 
with  particnlarity,  the  evidence  as  to  what  occurred  on  this 
occasion,  as  no  question  is  here  raised  on  it.  It  was  not  proved 
that  tiie  prisoner  lived  in  the  beat  of  the  justice  who  issiMd  the 
warrant,  bnt  his  residence  was  in  the  co«nty< 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  that  the  deceased  had  the  right, 
snder  the  warrant,  to  arrest  the  prisoner  any  where  in  the 
county ;  to  which  charge  the  prisoner  excepted. 

The  prisoner  asked  the  court  to  diarge,  that  the  appointment 
of  the  deceased  as  a  special  constable,  unless  there  was  an 
emergency  for  the  appointment,  was  void,  and  he  had  no  right 
to  attempt  to  arrest  the  prisoner  under  it ;  which  charge  the 
court  gave,  but  with  this  qualification  :  ^^  that  if  there  was  no 
officer  in  the  beat  or  neighborhood,  that  showed  a  sufficient 
emergency,  or,  at  all  events,  the  magistrate  making  the  appoint- 
ment must  judge  of  the  emergency."  Tho  prisoner  excepted 
to  the  refusal  to  give  the  charge  without  the  qualification,  and 
also  to  the  qualification  given. 

The  prisoner  also  asked  the  court  to  charge,  ^^  that,  if  the 
warrant  did  not  recite  the  substance  of  the  complaint,  it  was  a 
void  process,  and  gave  no  right  to  arrest  the  prisoner  ;  which 
charge  the  court  gave,  but  stated  that  sufficient  did  appear  on 
the  face  of  the  warrant  to  authorize  an  arrest ;"  and  the  prisoner 
excepted  to  the  charge  as  given  and  as  refused. 

The  prisoner  also  asked  the  court  to  charge,  *^  that  if  an 
officer,  in  attempting  to  execute  a  process,  does  what  the  law 
does  not  authorize  him  to  do,  he  is  a  trespasser,  and  the  person 
charged  is  not  bound  to  regard  him  as  an  officer,  and  may  resist 
him ;  which  charge  the  court  refused  to  give,  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  abstract ;"  and  the  prisoner  excepted  to  the  refusal. 

Oeo.  W.  Oavlb,  with  whom  was  Thomas  VfiVLUjUy  for 
the  plaintiff  in  error : 

As   TO   THE    IkdICTMENT. 

Thete  are  various  provisions  of  the  Ck)de  of  Alabama,  wUdi 
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bear  more  or  lees  on  the  case.  The  statute  creatiog  the  offeooe 
ef  murder  in  the  first  degree)  of  which  the  prisoner  was  con*- 
victedy  is  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  to  wit  s  ^  ^08(^4 
Every  homicide  perpetrated  by  poison,  lying  in  wait^  or  by  any 
other  kind  of  wilful,  deliberate,  malioious,  and  premedit4^ 
killing,  or  which  is  committed  in  the  perpetration  of,  or  th« 
attempt  to  perpetrate,  any  arson,  rape,  robbery  or  burglary,  ia 
murder  in  the  first  degree  $  so,  also,  every  homicide  perpetrated 
from  a  premeditated  design,  unlawfully  and  maliciously  to  effect 
the  death  of  any  human  being,  other  than  him  who  is  killed^  or 
perpetrate  by  any  act  greatly  dangerous  to  the  lives  of  others^ 
and  evidencing  a  depraved  mind,  regardless  of  human  llfe^ 
although  without  any  preconceived  purpose  to  deprive  of  life 
any  particular  individual ;  any  person  guilty  of  murder  in  the 
first  degree,  on  conviction,  must  suffer  deathf  or  imprisonment 
^in  the  penitentiary  for  life,  at  the  discretion  of  the  jury  trying 
Uie  same.'^  The  statute  creating  murder  in  the  second  degree 
is  in  the  words  and  figures  followbg,  to- wit :  ^^  §  8081.  Every 
homicide  committed  under  such  circumstances  as  constituted 
murder  at  the  common  law,  and  is  not  embraced  by  murder  in 
the  first  degree,  as  defined  in  the  preceding  section,  is  murder 
in  the  second  degree  ;  and  on  conviction  the  offender  must  be 
imprisoned  in  the  penitentiary  for  not  less  than  ten  years." — 
The  statute  in  relation  to  the  action  of  the  jury  upon  the  two 
above  sections,  is  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  to*wit : 
<<  §8082.  Upon  any  indictment  for  murder,  the  jury,  findbg 
the  offender  guilty,  must  ascertain  by  their  verdict  if  it  was 
murder  in  the  first  or  second  dqpree,"  &c«  The  solicitors  of 
the  State  are  not  bound,  in  drawing  indictments,  to  pursue  the 
forms  laid  down  in  the  Code,  but  they  are  required  to  make 
their  indictments  applicable  to  the  offsnce  charged.  The  statute 
on  this  subject  u  as  follows :  ^^  §8508.  The  manner  of  stating 
die  act  constituting  the  offence,  as  set  forth  in  the  forms  given 
in  the  appendix  to  the  Oode,  is  sufficnent  in  all  cases  where  the 
forms  there  given  are  applicable."  The  second  branch  of 
^^8601  directs  what  an  indictment  shall  contain,  in  the  following 
words  and  figures :  ^^  2.  A  statement  of  the  facts  constituting 
die  offence,  in  ordinary  and  concise  language,  without  prolixity 
or  repetition,  and  in  sudi  a  manner  as  to  enable  a  person  of 
common  understanding  to  know  what  is  intended,"  fco.  Anotbsir 
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importMit  section  of  the  Code  wbioh  may  bear  on  this  case,*  is 
fUM  (oVkms  i  "  ^8604.  All  indietments  for  oflbnces  designated 
in  this  Code,  which  are  ofiisnoee  at  the  common  law,  are  good, 
if  the  offence  is  ehasged  or  described  as  at  common  law,''  fce. 
And,  another  in  the  following  language,  to  wit:  ^'^8615; 
The  act  or  omission  charged  as  the  ofence  must  be  stated  with 
Aat.  degree  of  certainty  as  to  enable  the  court  to  prononnce 
Judgment  upon  a  conviction,  according  to  the  right  of  the  case.'' 
1.  Having  presented  the  foregoing  provisions  of  our  Code,  I 
will  discuss  the  int alidity  of  the  indictmeilt,  Without  refefcnce 
to  the  constitutional  objection  to  it,  by  three  propositions  :  1. 
Indictments  for  murder  should  be  drawn  upon  the  section  of  the 
Code  deining  murder  in  the  first  degree  ;  2.  They  shoukl  be 
drawn  separately  for  murder  in  the  first  and  second  degree,  as 
separately  for  murder  and  manslaughter  at  common  law  ;  3. 
They  shc^ild  be  drawn  according  to  the  forms  of  the  common 
law.  The  indictment  in  question  is  not  upon  any  statute,  and 
follows  BO  common  taw  form;  and  I  assume  these  propositions 
to  show  that  if  eitb^  can  be  maintained  the  indictment  is  in* 
valid.  Then.  1.  Indictments  for  murder  should  be  drawn  upon 
the  section  of  the  Code  defining  murder  in  the  first  d^ee, 
including  the  terms  ^^  wilful,  deliberate,  malicious  and  premedi« 
tated"  'y  because,  1,  they  would  cover  the  inferior  cffience  of 
murder  in  the  second  degree,  as  an  indictment  at  common  law 
covers  and  includes  the  ofiiance  oC  manslaughter ;  2,  if  not  so 
drawn,  the  jury  would  have  no  sight  to  determine  whether  the 
prisoner  was  guilty  of  murder  in  the  first,  or  second  degree^  aa 
required  by  §3082  cited,  because  the  iodiotmeuir  must  support 
the  verdict ;  3,  if  not  so  drawn,  the  offence  will  not  be  so  de<* 
soiabed  as  to  enable  the  court  to  pjnonounco  judgment  upon  con* 
mtio&f  as  required  by  §8515,  cited ;  4,  if  not  so  drawn,  it  will 
npt  be  "applicable,"  as  required  by  §8508,  cited ;  5,  if  not  so 
drawn,  it  will  not  be  a  statement  of  the  facta  oonstituting  the 
offiance,  and  in  such  a  manner' as  ta  enable  &  person  of  common 
understandiog  to  know  what  is  intended,"  as  required  by  §8501, 
hr*  2.  2.  Tbey  should  be  drawn  separately  for  murder  in  the 
first  and  second  d^gree^  as  the  grand  jury  find  tbaoffimce  to  be, 
beeauae,  in  addition  to  the  fon^ing  reasons,  Ist,  the  jndge 
eaumx  tell,  at  the  opening  of  a  cause,  whether  a  priaooer  is  en- 
titled, in  twenty-one  or  fifteen  pexwnptocy  ohaUeogea,    Moiiot 
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hi  the  firBi  degree  is  a  capital  oflfenoe,  and  one  indicted  for  it  is 
eiiltitled  i»  twenty-one  peremptorf  challenges  ;  murder  in  the 
MeoDd  degree  is  punished,  alone,  by  imprisonikient  in  the  peni- 
lentiaTy  fer  not  less  than  ten  years. — As  to  challenges,  see 
Code,  ^8&81.  8.  They  shonld  be  drawn  according  to  the  forms 
of  the  common  law,  as  authorized  by  §3504  of  our  Code. 

2.  Having  ^sposed  of  the  indictment  without  reference  to  the 
oonBtitntional  objectitos,  I  will  now  show  that,  in  its  present 
form,  it  violates  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  of 
the  Slate  of  Alabama.    It  violates  these  constitutions  in  not 
being  driwn  after  the  common  law  forms.    The  fifth  article  of 
amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  as  far  as 
a)>plioable,  reads  as  fbllowis :  ^^  No  person  shall  be  held  to  an- 
swer fora  capital,  or  otherwise  infamous  crime,  unless  on  pre- 
aenftment  or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury,"  &c.    The  tenth  sec- 
ti<m  of  the  bill  of  rights  in  the  constitution  of  Alabama,  as  far 
IS  appHeable,  reads  as  follows  :  ^'In  all  criminal  prosecutions, 
the  accused  has  a  right  to  be  heard  by  himself  and  counsel ;  to 
demand  the  nature  and  cause  of  the  accusation,  and  have  a 
eopy  thereof;    •     »     *    and,  in  all  criminal  prosecutions,  by 
indictment,  or  information,  a  speedy  public  trial  by  an  impartial 
jury  of  the  county  or  district  in  which  the  offence  shall  have 
been  committed,^'  ftc.     The  twelfth  section  of  the  same  bill  of 
rights,  as  fhr 'as  applicable,  reads  as  follows :  '^o  person  shall, 
tot  an  indictabre  oflfence,  be  proceeded  against  criminally,  by  in- 
formation," &c.     One  or  more  of  these  provisions  is  violated  in 
not  using  the  common  law  form;  because,  first,  the  word  'indict- 
ment," used  in  them,  refers  to  common  law  indictments,  which, 
at  the  time  of  their  adoption,  had  a  technical   form,  and  to 
which  the  wise  men  who  firamed  them  referred.     What  was  an 
indictment  then?  in  1798,  when  the  fifth  article  of  the  amend- 
ments to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  was  adopted,  and 
in  1819,  when  the  constitution  of  Alabama  was  formed  t    It 
was  *^a  bill  or  declaration  of  complaint  drawn  up  in  form  of 
law,  eichibited  fer  some  ofience  criminal  or  penal,  and  preferred 
to  a  grAnd  jury.^' — 3  Jacob's  Law  Die.  401.    The  lex  scripta 
IB  to  be  construed,  in  one  respect,  by  the  meaning  of  the  lan- 
fMge  employed  at  the  time  of  its  enactment  (Blakeney  v. 
Blakeney,  6  Per.  109;    Favers  v.  Glass,  22  Ala.  621 ;  Foster 
T.  Blount,  18  Ala*  687),  and  ^^the  best  way  to  expound  a  staf- 
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ate  is  to  consider  what  answer  the  Uw-givers  wonld  probablj 
have  given  to  the  question  made,  if  proposed  to  them.--6  Ja^ 
cob's  Law  Die.  122.  Sappose  the  two  bodies  of  wise  men  who 
made  the  constitutions  referred  to,  were  assembled  and  asked, 
^^when  you  used  the  word  indictment'  in  year  oonatitations, 
what  did  you  mean  by  it?"  wonld  not  their  answer  be^  ^^we  meant 
an  indictment  according  to  the  forms  of  the  common  law  ?"-^ 
Bat  oar  own  coort  has  settled  this  qnestion,  so  far  as  an  adjn- 
dioation  in  a  civil  cause  can  settle  it.  It  is  said  that  where  the 
term  ^^plea"  is  used  in  a  statute,  without  any  aocompaayiog 
definition,  it  means  a  common  law  plea. — Mauldin  v.  Br.  Bank 
at  Mobile,  2  Ala.  506.  Second,  the  common  law  form  should 
be  pursued,  in  order  that  the  prisoner  may  know  ^^the  nature 
and  cause  of  the  accusation  against  him." — Bill  of  Rights  ^ 
10,  supra ;  Murphy  v.  The  State,  2  Cush.  (Mi.)  590.  Can 
the  indictment  in  this  case  furnish  the  prisoner  with  "the  nature 
and  cause  of  the  accusation  1"  There  are,  with  us,  two  kinds 
of  murder,  differently  punished,  and  the  indictment  is  not  upon 
either  statute  creating  these  offences,  nor  according  to  the  forms 
of  the  common  law.  Could  the  prisoner,  from  the  indietment, 
tell  whether  he  was  to  be  tried  for  an  offence  which  would  put 
him  in  the  penitentiary  for  life  or  hang  him,  or  for  an  oflbnce 
pnuishable  by  imprisonment  alone  in  the  penitentiary  for  not 
less  than  ten  years  1  Can  the  court  tell  from  an  inspection  of 
that  paper  1  The  case  of  Murphy  v.  The  State,  cited  above, 
was  for  the  simple  misdemeanor  of  trading  with  slaves ;  and 
for  the  same  reason  the  Supreme  Court  of  Mississippi  deolared 
an  act  of  the  Legisbtnre  of  that  State  unconstitutional.  If, 
for  the  reasons  given,  the  indictment  should  be  aecording  to  the 
common  law  form,  let  us  see  if  the  one  in  /question  is  of  such  a 
character,  and  in  what  it  differs.  On  oomparison,  it  will  be 
found  defective  in  these  particulars :  first,  it  don't  show  that 
the  grand  jury  were  sworn ;  second,  it  don't  state  the  ofrnce 
was  committed  "with  force  and  arms" ;  third,  it  don't  state  the 
offimoe  was  committed  "in  the  county";  fourth,  it  don't  use  the 
wotis  "feloniously  or  wilfully" ;  fifth,  it  don't  show  that  the 
deceased  "died  of  the  wound"  ;  sixth,  it  don't  show  he  "  died 
in  the  county."  Then  the  indictment  is  invalid,  and  should 
have  been  quashed  on  demurrer,  or  motion  in  arrest  of  judg> 
B^ent, 
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3.  Bat,  if  a  depairtare  from  the  common  law  form,  is  allowed, 
then  the  indictment  is  defective  (besides  other  reasons  already 
given),  in  not  showing,  first,  that  the  grand  jury  yftte  awom  ^ 
second,  that  the  offence  was  committed  in  the  coanty  in  which 
he  w«8  tried ;  third,  that  the  prisoner  is  a  white  man  or  negro. 
First,  the  giand  jury  are  required  by  ^w  to  bo  sworn.— Cpde 
462,-3,  §  3.  The  ipdictment  should  show  it,  that  the  prisoner 
may  know  ^'the  nature  and  cause  of  the  accusation"  agaixMt 
him,,  which  he  can  alone  get  from  the  indictment.  If  it  does 
not  show  they  were  sworn,  he  has  no  right  to  treat  it  as  evidence 
of  ^^the  nature  and  cause  of  the  accusation." — State  v.  Fields^ 
Peek's  (Tenn.)  R.  140;  State  v.  Hunter,  ib.  166.  Second,  the 
offenoe  should  be  shown  by  the  indictipent  to  have  been  com- 
mited  in  the  county.  True,  the  3614  §  of  the  Code  declares  it 
mmecessary.  That  section  reads  :  '^  It  is  not  necessary  for  the 
indictment  to  allege  where  the  offence  was  committed,  but  the 
proof  mast  show  it  to  have  been  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
county  in  which  the  indictment  is  preferred."  But  this  statute 
is  supposed  to  be  unconstitutional,  and  to  violate  the  tenth  sec* 
tu»  of  the  bill  of  rights,  in  two  respects :  first,  the  prisoner 
has  a  rij^t  to  demand  ^^(he  nature  and  cause  of  the  accusation 
•gainst  him,  and  have  a  copy  thereof."  When  furnished  with 
a  copy  of  the  indictmrat,  he  is  not  informed  by  it  whether  he 
has  killed  a  man  in  Mississippi,  Georgia,  or  Alabama,  and 
does  not  know  how  to  prepare  his  defence,  or  where  to  send  for 
witnesses.  And  every  person  is  presumed  to  be  innocent,  until 
his  guilt  is  made  to  appear. — ^Murptiy  v.  The  State,  2  Cush. 
590.  Second,  the  prisoner  has  a  right  to  ^'a  speedy  public 
trial  by  an  impartial  jury  of  the  county  or  district  in  which  the 
offence  shalll  have  been  committed."  If  a  prisoner  has  to  be 
put  on  his  trial  as  the  Code  requires,  and  wait  for  proof  of  ju» 
risdiction,  he  may  never  have  ^'a  speedy  trial."  Suppose  a 
grand  jury  in  Dallas  were  to  find  a  bill  for  a  homicide  commit- 
ted in  Madison,  and  this  was  ascertained  after  the  trial  was  com- 
menced ^'by  proof";  the  prisoner,  as  a  consequence,  after  muc)k 
expense,  would  be  sent  to  Madison.  Would  this  delay  be  giv- 
ing him  ^'a  speedy  trial"  1  Besides,  the  discovery  of  a  want 
of  jurisdiction,  after  the  jury  were  empannelled,  and  cause 
submitted,  would  amount  to  the  prisonar's  acquittal. — Ned  v. 
$tate,  7  Port.  187«    Third,  the  indictment  should  show  that 
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tbe  prisoner  was  a  wbite  man  or  slaTO.  Upon  tbis  Sttbjeet  our 
statutes  are  perfectly  silent.  They  do  not  require  an  indict- 
■i^tot  agaihst  a  ^la?e  to  state  diat  he  is  a  slate.  New^  suppoae 
erery  indictment  for  murder  follows  tbe  form  of  the  one  in  lUs 
dise  (and  it  is  the  only  form  found  in  the  Code))  how  is  the  eomrt 
to  know  whether  the  prisoner  is  a  white  man  or  shrc)  so  as  to 
try  him  by  the  law  applicable  to  his  condition  1  It  is  impos- 
sible that  this  can  be  done.  First,  the  coutt  cannot  say  whether 
the  jnrj  shsR  consist  of  two-thirds  slave-holders ;  seoend^  die 
court  cannot  determine  the  number  of  challenges ;  a  white  man 
being  entitled  to  21  tod  IS,  and  a  slave  to  12  (C6de  §  8819)  i 
(bird,  Ae  jury  cannot  tell  whether  to  find  the  prisoner  guilty  of 
murder  in  the  first  or  second  d^ee,  and  if  the  first>  wturther 
to  hang  him  or  put  bim  in  tbe  penitentiary  for  life ;  fourth,  the 
judge  cannot  tell  whether  to  sentence  him  to  be  hang,  or 
him  to  the  penitentiary.  Neither  the  judge  nor  tbe  jury 
detertnrne  this  from  an  inspection  of  the  prisoner,  but  ftom  ^ 
indictment  alone. 

4.  The  indictment  does  not  support  the  verdict  of  tiie  jary. 
The  form  of  a  verdict  is,  *^  We,  thie  jury,  find  the  prisoMT 
guiTty  in  manner  and  form  as  charged  in  the  indictment.  Now, 
first,  this  indictment  not  being  drawn  upon  the  pronston  of  the 
Oode  creating  murder  in  the  first  depee,  nor  according  to  Iba 
forms  of  the  common  law,  cannot  support  the  verdict,  becausa 
it  does  not  charge  the  prisoner  with  murder  in  the  first  degree; 
second,  it  is  uncertain,  and  not  such  an  indictment  as  tbe  stat- 
utes cited  require  (Code,  §  §  8515  ;  8501,  br.  2) ;  third,  there 
being  murder  in  the  first  and  second  degnle,  *'  the  statement 
of  the  facts  are  not  in  such  a  manner  a^  to  enable  one  of  com- 
mon understanding  to  "know  what  is  intended.'' — Code  §  8601, 
br.  2.  The  forms  laid  down  by  the  Code  are  good  onfy  wheft 
<<applioable."— Ji.  §  8503. 
As  TO  THE  Verdict  and  Judgment. 

The  verdict  rendered  in  this  case  is  in  the  following  words : 
^^  We,  the  jury,  find  the  prisoner  guilty  of  murder  in  the  first 
degree,  and  sentence  him  to  be  hung."  This  verdict  was  never 
changed,  or  put  in  form,  but  stands  in  this  language  upon  tiie 
minutes  of  (he  court. 

1.  No  judgment  can  be  rendered  on  this  verdict.  Suppose 
the  jury  bad  said  '<  We  itnd  the  prtsoa^sr  j^Ity  of  tdtuMar  ikilfaia 
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first  degree/'  and  said  no  more;  no  judgment  coidd  be  rendered, 
because  they  would  not  have  exercised  their  discretion  as  to 
l^^uiging,  or  imprisonment  for  life.  Or,  suppose  they  had  found 
the  same  verdict,  and  added:  ^*ire  sentence  him  to  be  whipped"; 
no  judgment  could  be  rendered,  because  the  same  discretion  of 
ate  jury  had  not  been  exercised,  The  addition  to  the  yerdict 
in  this  case, — ^^we  sentence  him  to  be  hung,'' — is  as  ridiculous 
as  though  the  jury  had  said,  ^Ve  sentence  him  to  be  whipped." 
The  addition  to  the  finding  is  unwarranted  by  law,  and  leaves 
the  discretion  of  the  jury  unexercised.  The  verdict  should 
have  been  in  the  language  of  the  statute,  thus:  ^^  We,  the  jury, 
find  the  prisoner  guilty  of  murder  in  the  first  degree,  and 
further  find  that  he  must  suffer  death  " ;  leaving  it  to  the 
court  to  direct  the  manner  of  his  death  according  to  law- 

2.  The  judgment  of  the  court  must  follow  the  verdict,  and  it  is 
for  this  reason  that  verdicts  are  allowed  to  be  put  in  form. — 
See  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  662,  §  9,  n.  2.  The  court  can,  therefore, 
only  sentence  the  prisoner  to  be  hung,  but  cannot  say  how,  or 
in  what  manner,  or  it  departs  from  the  verdict,  and  presumes 
what  the  jury  intended.  In  criminal  cases  nothing  can  be  taken 
by  intendment. — Wharton's  Am.  Cr.  L.  92.  If  the  judgment 
merely  follows  the  verdict,  the  judgment  never  can  be  executed, 
because  the  sheriff  cannot  know  how  to  hang  the  prisoner, — 
whether  by  the  arms,  legs,  neck,  or  other  important  member. 

8.  The  jury,  by  their  verdict,  usurped  the  powers  of  the 
court,  as  to  the  right  of  judgment,  or  sentence.  It  is  the 
court's  duty  to  sentence  prisoners,  and  not  the  jury. — Code, 
§  8638. 

4.  But  there  are  two  sentences  in  the  record,  materially 
differing — the  sentence  of  the  jury,  and  the  sentence  of  the 
court.  The  first  is  that  the  prisoner  be  hung,  fixing  no  time 
for  the  execution ;  the  other  that  he  be  hung  by  the  neck,  on  a 
certain  day.  By  which  sentence  must  the  sheriff  be  governed^ 
If  this  case  is  not  reversed,  it  may  be  necessary  to  apply  for  a 
writ  of  prohibition  to  stop  the  execution  of  the  sentence  by  the 
judge ;  for  I  insist  that  the  sentence  of  the  jury  being  first  should 
be  followed,  and,  regarding  the  humanity  of  the  law,  the  pris- 
oner be  hung  by  the  legs  for  the  usual  length  of  time ;  the  sen- 
tence of  the  jury  being  silent  as  to  the  mode  and  manner  cff 
banging. 

44 
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5.  The  judgment  or  sentence  of  the  court  is  fatally  defectiye 
in  descrilHng  the  day  of  the  sentence,  and  the  day  of  the  execu- 
tion. The  first  was  on  the  Slst  May,  1854,  and  the  latter  is 
to  be,  perhaps,  on  tne  11th  August  of  the  same  year.  The 
fatal  defect  in  it  is,  in  putting  these  periods  in  figures,  and  not 
in  letters.  In  the  case  of  The  State  v.  Raiford,  7  Portier  101, 
Judge  Ormond  admits  this  to  be  the  common  law,  and  ovemil- 
ing  it,  says  :  *^  At  all  events  it  would  savor  of  unnecessary  refine* 
ment  to  sustain  such  an  objection  now."  Now,  what  right  had 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Alabama,  in  Judge  Ormond's  day,  or 
through  Judge  Ormond,  to  alter  or  change  the  common  law  1 
The  Legislature  is  the  law-making  power,  and  not  the  Supreme 
Court  I  and  the  Legislature,  in  this  respect,  has  not  altered  the 
common  law,  and  it  is  as  much  in  force  among  us  as  our 
statutes  are.  Upon  this  subject,  the  common  law  says  :  ^Tig- 
ures  are  numerals.  They  are  either  Roman,  made  with  letters 
of  the  alphabet,  for  example,  MDCCLXXVI;  or  they  are 
Arabic,  as  follows,  1776.  Roman  figures  may  be  used  in  con- 
tracts and  law  proceedings,  and  they  will  be  held  valid  ;  but 
Arabic  figures,  probably  owing  to  the  ease  with  which  they 
may  be  counterfeited,  have  been  held  not  to  be  sufficient  to 
express  the  sum  due  on  a  contract,  and  indictments  have  been 
set  aside  because  the  day  \jt  year  were  expressed  in  figures. — 
Bouvier's  L.  D.  vol.  1,  409,  Tit.  "  Figures,"  and  authorities 
there  cited.  If  it  is  a  defect  in  an  indictment  to  give  dates  in 
figures,  it  is  more  so  to  give  them  in  that  way  in  the  solemn 
sentence  of  death. 
As  TO  THE  Bill  of  Ezceptons.  , 

1.  The  court  below  erred  in  charging  that  the  deceased  had 
a  right  to  arrest  the  prisoner  out  of  the  magistrate's  beat  in 
which  he  was  appointed,  and  any  where  in  the  county.  The 
warrant  was  for  no  offence,  but  for  an  expected  misdemeanor. — 
Roscoe's  Cr.  Ev.  (2  Eng.  ed.)  top  page  695.  One  constable 
is  elected  for  each  precinct,  like  a  sheriff  for  a  county. — Code 
§  715.  A  constable  vacates  his  office  by  removal  from  the 
beat,  and  is  liable  to  a  penalty  for  acting  after  removal. — 
Code  §  720.  The  same  rules  which  govern  a  sheriff  as  to  his 
county,  govern  a  constable  in  his  beat,  or  precinct. — Pixley 
V.  Butts,  2  Cow«  421.  A  warrant  for  a  misdemeanor  and  a 
civil  process  stand  on  the  same  footing,  and  a  sheriff  cannot  go 
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Oat  of  hia  connty  to  levy  civil  process. — Allen  on  Sh'flb,  14; 
8  U.  S.  D.  440,  §  815 ;  2  Sup.  U.  S.  D.  767,  §  18. 

2.  The  conrt  erred  in  refusing,  without  qualification,  to  give 
the  charge  asked,  ^^  that  unless  there  was  an  emergency  to 
appoint  the  deceased  a  special  constable,  his  appointment  Was 
void,  and  he  had  no  right  to  arrest  Noles  under  it«" — Code  $ 
712,  br.  8 ;  Clay's  Dig.  864,  §§  6,  8.  A  peace  warrant  can 
be  executed  by  any  executive  officer  m  the  county. — Code 
§  8885. 

8.  The  court  erred  in  the  qualification  of  the  last  above 
charge,  ^^  that  if  there  was  no  officer  in  the  beat  or  neighbor- 
hood, that  showed  a  sufficient  emergency ;  or,  that  at  all  events 
the  magistrate  making  the  appointment  must  judge  of  the 
emergency.''  1.  When  there  is  no  officer  in  the  beat,  the  mag- 
istrate may  appoint  one,  and  he  is  a  different  officer  from  one 
appointed  in  cases  of  emergency. — Clay's  Digest  864,  §§  6, 
8.  2.  There  being  no  constable  in  the  beat  created  no  emer- 
gency, because  there  had  been  none  there  for  years;  and, 
besides,  the  magistrate  had  power  to  appoint  a  regular  consta- 
ble.— Clay's  Digest  864,  §^  6,  8.  And  there  were  constables 
in  adjoining  beats,  and  a  sheriff  and  deputies  in  the  county. 
8.  There  was  no  emergency,  because  the  prisoner  went  before 
the  magistrate,  and  demanded  an  investigation.  4.  What  does 
emergency  mean?  In  its  common  acceptation,  it  means 
^^  pressing  necessity."  Was  there  this  necessity  to  have  the 
prisoner  arrested,  when  he  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  and  demanded  an  investigation  1 

4.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  charge  ^^  that  if  the  warrant 
did  not  recite  the  substance  of  the  complaint,  it  was  a  void  pro- 
cess, and  gave  no  authority  to  arrest  Noles."  The  warrant 
did  not  recite  the  substance  of  the  complaint,  if  the  complaint 
is  a  legal  one.  It  simply  says,  affiant  ^^  is  afraid  that  her  hus- 
band, Joseph  Noles,  will  beat,  wound,  maim,  or  kill  her,  or  will 
do  her  some  bodily  hurt."  The  magistrate  had  no  right  to 
issue  the  warrant,  unless  affiant  had  sworn  that  Noles  had 
threatened  her,  or  was  about  to  commit  an  offence  on  her  person. 
Neither  oath  she  took.— Code,  §§  8840,  8841;  Clay's  Dig. 
446,  §  4.  If  the  warrant  recites  the  complamt,  then  the  magis- 
trate bad  no  right  to  issue  it,  because  the  complaint,  as  recited, 
is  unaulhoriBed  by  law.    Being  ^^  afraid"  of  personal  violence. 
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3oeB  not,  alone,  justify  binding  one  over  to  the  peace.  The 
process  must  be  legal  to  justify  an  officer,  and  its  legality 
depends  on  its  conformity  to  law.— Roscoe's  Cr.  Ev.  (2  £ng. 
ed-)  697«     And  it  must  be  from  a  court  having  jurisdiction. 

6«  The  court  erred  in  the  qualification  given  to  the  next 
above  charge  asked,  ^^  that  sufficient  appeared  on  the  face  of 
the  warrant  to  authorize  an  arrest."  Compare  the  warrant 
with  the  law,  and  it  will  be  found  there  is  nothing  in  it  to  justify 
an  arrest,  much  less  the  issuing  of  the  warrant. — Clay's  Digest 
446,  §4;  Code,  §3341. 

6.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  charge,  as  asked,  '^  that 
if  an  officer,  in  attempting  to  execute  a  process,  does  what  the 
law  does  not  authorize  him  to  do,  he  is  a  trespasser,  and  the 
prisoner  is  not  bound  to  regard  him  as  an  officer,  and  may  resist 
him."  This  charge  the  court  refused  to  give,  because  it  was 
said  to  be  abstract.  It  was  not  abstract :  1.  Because  the  war- 
rant was  for  less  than  a  misdemeanor,  and  the  officer  and  his 
posse  had  no  right  to  advance  when  forbidden,  and  to  attempt 
to  kill  the  prisoner  on  resistance. — Roscoe's  Cr.  £v.  (2  Eng. 
ed.)  top  page  702 ;  Middleton  v.  Holmes,  3  Porter  424.  2. 
Because  the  special  officer  never  made  known  his  official  char* 
acter  to  the  prisoner. — Roscoe's  Cr.  Ev.  (2  Eng.  ed.)  top  page 
701,702. 

P.  T.  Sayrx,  for  the  Attorney  General,  with  whom  was 
J.  H.  Campbell,  coTUra  : 

Under  the  constitutions  of  this  State  and  the  United  States 
it  is  contended,  four  things  must  exist,  to  render  any  criminal 
trial  legal,  viz.,  1,^  an  indictment ;  2,  the  offence  must  have 
been  ascertained  by  law  ;  3,  the  accusation  must  be  in  the  f<Mrm 
prescribed  by  law ;  4,  the  accused  must  be  informed  of  the 
nature  and  cause  of  his  accusation.  It  is  contended  that  the 
term  indictment,  signifies  a  ^^  common  law"  indictment. — 
What,  then,  is  a  common  law  indictment  1  An  indictment, 
says  Archbold,  ^^  is  an  accusation  at  the  suit  of  the  crown, 
found  to  be  true  by  the  oaths  of  a  grand  jury." — 1  Archbold'e 
Cr.  Plead.  682;  1  Chitty's  Cr.  Law  168;  4  Black.  Com. 
802  ;  Code  §  8497. 

What  allegations  are  necessary,  to  give  it  the  character  of 
an  iMCQBation?    1.  It  xgaM  be  upon  the  oath  <^  a  grand  jury. 
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2.  It  hhisI  contain  a  e^^ain  descriptkm  of  the  aOoged  crinMf 
luid  a  atatement  of  the  facts  which  constitate  it,  lest  the  graml 
jury  should  find  a  bill  for  one  offence,  and  tiie  dirfendant  be  tried 
for  another  (1  Chitty'e  Cr.  Law  169) ;  and,  in  order  also  that 
the  accused  may  know  what  crime  he  is  called  upon  to  aUsirer; 
8rd,  the  offence  must  be  so  charged,  that  erery  one  may  under- 
stand it,  alleging  all  the  essential  requisites  of  the  olfenee. — 
1  Ohitty's  Cr.  Law  172.  4.  The  ofiBmce  muet  be  positively 
charged,  and  be  in  English. 

These  are  the  chief  and  grand  requisites  of  the  eotttnon  law 
aecusation.  The  indictment  in  this  ease,  Will  be  found  to 
contain  them  all.  1.  It  states  the  court,  and  county,  and  time 
of  finding  the  indictment*  2.  It  appears  to  be  the  accusaticd 
of  a  grand  jury  of  Dallas.  8.  It  alleges  ttat  ^  Joseph  Nolesj 
on  the  14th  of  February,  1868,  nnlawfuHy,  and  with  malice 
aforethought,  killed  George  T.  Sharp,  by  shooting  him  witJh  h 
gun,  against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the  State  of  Alabama.'^ 
Murder  is  the  unlawful  killing  of  any  one,  wifli  malice  afore- 
ftought,  either  express  w  implied.  From  this  indictment,  you 
could  frame  the  above  definition  of  murder.  The  accused  is 
advised  by  it,  that  a  grand  jury  of  Dallas  County  has  charged 
him  with  an  offence,  and  that  the  offence  is  the  murder  of  Creo. 
T.  Sharp.  There  is  no  danger,  upon  this  indictment,  that  tiie 
defendant  would  be4ried  for  some  other  ofience,  or  that  he  would 
not  know  what  he  was  called  on  to  answer.  This  indictment, 
therefore,  contains  all  the  great  features  of  a  common  law  in- 
dictment. 

But  it  is  objected,  that  the  word  indictment  means  a  common 
law  indictment,  in  every  particular ;  and  that  if  this  indictment 
does  not  contain  every  allegation,  that  was  usual  in  common  law 
indictments,  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  constitntien,  it 
is  no  indictment.  This  cannot  be  the  case,  until  it  is  riiowo, 
that  there  were,  at  common  law,  fixed  forms,  which  could  not 
be  varied  or  changed.  1.  There  were  no  forms  of  indictment 
established  by  any  tribunal  known  to  the  common  law.  2.  The 
forms  which  were  used  in  England,  were  framed  by  di&rent 
individuals,  and  were  of  no  authority,  except  when  sustained  i^ 
the  decisions  of  the  courts.  8.  The  common  law  only  required, 
that  the  accusation  should  be  baaed  upon  the  principles  above 
stated.    The  forms  of  indictment  in  £n|^nd  baw  been  contitt- 
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ully  andergoing  changesy  both  in  luigoage  and  allqpitionB.— 
In  England,  New  York  and  Massachusetts,  fcnrms  of  indictments 
have  been  changed. — ^Wharton's  Cr.  Law  612. 

The  particular  objections  to  the  indictments  cannot  be  sub- 
taineil.  The  minutes  of  the  court  sufficiently  show  that  the 
grand  juty  was  sworn  (State  v.  Murphy,  9  Port.  487) ;  and  it 
is  not  necessary  that  their  names,  or  that  they  were  sworn, 
should  appear  in  the  body  of  the  indictment.  The  term  ^^grand 
jury'^  is  technical,  and  ^^  ex  i^  ^enntm"  implies  the  proper 
qualifications* 

The  words  ^^  force  and  arms^'  are  no  part  of  the  offence  for 
which  the  defendant  was  indicted*  They  are  mere  words  of 
formality,  that  could  by  no  possibility  have  added  anything  to 
the  force  of  the  indictment.  New  York,  Massachusetts  and 
Alabama  have  declared  them  unnecessary. — Wharton's  Cr.  Law 
62;  Code,  §8501. 

There  is  no  reason  why  the  name  of  the  county  in  which  the 
offence  was  committed  should  be  stated;  it  forms  no  part  of 
the  offence  of  murder— -an  offence  might  be  committed  in  one 
county  and  punished  in  another,  but  for  the  constitution. — 1 
Chitty's  Cr.  Law  188.  The  words  "  feloniously  and  wilfully" 
are  not  necessary  to  advise  the  party  that  he  is  charged  with 
murder.  They  are  not  even  used,  in  the  elementary  works,  as 
descriptive  of  the  offence.  ^^UnlawfuUy  and  with  malice  afore- 
thought," are  certainly  terms  of  as  strong  descriptive  power  aa 
'^  feloniously  and  wilfully."  They  are  mere  words,  intended  to 
be  only  description,  and  constitute  no  more  elements  of  the 
offence,  than  do  the  words  ^^  force  and  arms,"  and  "  contrary 
to  the  statute*"  It  might  just  as  well  be  contended,  that  in 
indictments,  the  spelling  of  Henry  VIII  must  be  used,  and 
that  there  could  be  no  court,  unless  the  judges  wore  wigs  and 
gowns. — ^Barb.  Cr.  Law  338. 

If  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  by  the  word  indict- 
ment, means  a  common  law  indictment,  in  every  word  and  letter, 
it  is  certainly  at  war  with  the  provbions  of  tiie  constitution  of 
this  State.  Instead  of  ^^  indictment,"  our  constitution  uses  the 
words  '^  according  to  the  forms  which  the  same  has  prescribed.'' 
From  this  clause,  it  is  clearly  inferable,  that  the  State  has  the 
power  to  pass  laws  prescribing  forms,  by  which  criminal  prose* 
eutions  uhM  be  conducted.    But,  to  put  this  beyond  all  quea- 
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t¥mj  the  19fch  sfsotioD  of  the  6th  artiole  of  the  oooetitattOD  ef 
Alabama,  declares)  "  that  it  shall  be  the  daty  of  the  General 
Assembl  J)  as  soon  as  curcumstanoes  wUl  permit,  to  form  a  penal 
eode."  The  20th  section  of  the  same  article  prescribee  ^^  that 
within,  five  years  after  the  adoption  of  the  oonstitatioii,  the 
body  of  our  laws,  civil  and  criminal,  shall  be  revised,  digested^'' 
&c.  This  has  been  done  ;  and  this  party  has  been  indicted 
aooording  to  the  forms  prescribed  by  law. 

Bat  even  if  the  indictment  is  not  a  good  common  law  indict^ 
mentj  it  is  good  becaaee  the  laws  of  Alabama  say  it  is  goodi— ^ 
The  articles  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  relied 
upon,  hare  no  applicability  to  the  administration  of  the  crimi- 
nal law  of  the  State ;  they  refer  only  to  the  administration  of 
the  crioHnal  laws  of  the  Umted  States.  It  wonld  be  a  strange 
anomaly,  if  the  State  had  the  right  to  define  and  create  offences, 
to  change,  modify  and  increase  punishments,  and  yet  have  no 
power  to  change  the  particular  forms  in  which  acoosatioDS 
should  be  made.  Upon  that  principle,  no  indictment  for  a  stat- 
utory offiroce  would  be  good,  unless  it  conformed  to  the  common 
law  form,  or  unless  the  offence  existed  at  common  law*  But 
the  Legislature  has  the  right  to  change  the  common  law,  and  to 
change  the  statute  laws  of  the  State.  And  it  is  a  general  rule 
of  law,  that  the  common  law  shall  only  remain  in  force,  until  it 
is  altered  or  repealed  by  the  law-making  power.  At  the  time 
of  the  making  of  our  constitution,  if  the  common  law  proceed- 
ings were  in  existence,  then  they  were  the  forms  to  be  ob- 
served in  criminal  prosecutions.  It  would  be  strange,  indeed, 
if  for  all  time  to  come,  no  other  forms  of  indictment  should  be 
good  except  those  which  have  been  furnished  by  the  common 
law.  The  proposition  that  any  sovereignty  has  the  power  of 
establishing  its  own  system  of  laws,  seems  to  be  too  plain  for 
argument,  and  the  right  has  been  constantly  exercised.  To  say 
that  any  other  power  can  supervise  or  es^blish  the  internal 
laws  of  a  State,  would  be  a  direct  violation  o^  its  sovereignty — 
The  people  of  Alabama,  in  their  sovereign  capacity,  could  abol- 
ish trial  by  jury,  and  the  grand  jury  itself;  and  in  this  State, 
the  Legislature  has  passed  laws  for  the  punishment  of  erimes, 
without  the  interposition  of  a  grand  jury. — Code  §  §  S8l6, 8824# 
The  ^^  forms  of  law''  required  by  our  constitution  have  been  fol- 
lowed.   A  grand  jury  has  presented  a  sworn  a^usatioui    Tht 
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MoiMd  has  been  tried  by  a  oompeteDt  ooart,  and  oonvioled  by  a 
petit  jury. 

The  Code  pravides,  that  the  grand  jury  shall  not  determiiie 
Ae  degree  of  murder  of  which  the  party  is  aoooeed;  that  d«^ 
is  imposed  npon  the  jnry  trying  the  offender  (Code  §  8088); 
and  saoh  has  been  the  praotioein  this  State  andT«nnessee.*-*16 
Ala.  781. 

Theverdiotis  a  substantial  oomplianoe  with  the  law.  The 
word  ^^  hung"  is  a  technioal  term,  and,  when  used  in  the  ooanee- 
tion  presented  in  the  record,  means  suifer  death.  It  is  saffieient 
if  the  jury  find  all  the  essential  requisites  of  the  charge. — ^1 
Ohit.  Grim.  Law  644.  The  court  will  not  disturb  a  verdict  on 
acoeunt  of  any  defect  in  its  form,  provided  the  intration  of  the 
jury  is  unequivocal  and  evident. — ^1  Morris  (Iowa)  62 ;  tft.  18. 
And  the  verdict  may  be  amended,  even  in  a  criminal  case  (1 
Chit.  Crim.  Law  646 ;  1  Morris  18) ;  and  upon  appeal* — ^18 
Vermont  180. 

CHILTON,  C.  J. — ^The  indictment  in  this  case  pursues  the 
form  prescribed  by  section  8080  of  the  Code,  and  reads  as 
fellows  : 
^^  Thb  State  or  Alabama,  } 

Dallas  County.  S    T^^^  e^and  jury  of  said  Dallas 

County  charge,  that  on  the  fourteenth  day  of  February,  18689 
Joseph  Noles,  unlawfully,  and  with  malice  aforethought,  killed 
Gkorge  T.  Sharp,  by  shooting  him  with  a  gun,  against  the  peace 
and  dignity  of  the  State  of  Alabama. 

(Signed)  J.  A.  Stallworth, 

Solicitor  for  the  Second  Judicial  Circuit  of  Ala." 

Muky  objections  are  made  to  it,  which  we  shall  notice  in  the 
order  in  which  they  are  presented  by  the  prisoner's  counsel. 

1.  As  to  the  several  objections,  that  the  indictment  does  not 
distinguish  between  murder  in  the  first  and  second  degrees,  as 
defined  by  the  Code,  and  does  not,  according  to  the  rules  of 
the  common  law,  sufficiently  set  forth  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances of  the  alleged  homicide  to  make  it  good  as  an  indict- 
ment for  murder  in  the  first  degree,  we  need  only  say,  that 
<^e  form  pursued  being  that  prescribed  by  the  Code,  the  objec- 
tions cannot  be  valid,  if  the  Legislature  had  power  to  enact  that 
the  form  sboQid  be  a  good  indictment.    The  Code  must  be 
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ngttdid  ft8  a  flysteuior  bodyof  laws^  andsniBt  be  m  ootuMMfl 
that  its  pfOTMoDB  may  barmoniie  with  each  other,  nnlesB  the)"  at« 
tieariy  repngasat.  There  is  no  repngaance  here.  Forth  Ho. 
8^  on  page  698^  ie  p?eBoribed  as  the  indictment  for  tiie  dlkA&B 
cMbied  by  seetion  S602,  and  the  juiy  are  to  determine  trheChe^ 
the  proof  makes  the  oflbnoe  mnrder  in  the  first  or  seebttddegr««, 
as  they  determined,  at  the  common  law,  whether  the  offence 
WM  laarder  or  manslanght^.  As  the  greater  inclndes  the  letrs 
eHeaee,  there  is  certainly  aotiiing  anomahms  in  finding  h  pris- 
oner guilty  of  the  less,  upon  an  indictment  for  the  greatly)^. 
The  objection  that  the  party  is  not  advised  as  to  Ae  number  i^ 
peremptory  ohallenges  to  which  he  is  entitled,  cannot  properly 
be  urged,  for  the  reason  that,  in  every  case  where  he  may  be 
convicted  of  the  higher  oftnOe,  he  is  entitled  to  the  number  of 
challenges  allowed  in  prosecutions  for  that  offence — Ex  parte 
McCraxy,  22  Ala.  66« 

If  the  form  of  the  indictment  specially  pointed  out  by  the 
Ck)de  to  be  pursued  in  prosecutions  of  this  kind,  did  not,  in 
every  particular,  correspond  with  the  general  law  defining  the 
ntfture,  and  pointing  out  the  requisites  generally,  of  indictments, 
the  well  established  rule  of  construction,  which  requires  that 
even  as  to  pensl  statutes  we  should  carry  out  the  obvious  intent 
of  the  Legislature,  to  be  gathered  from  the  words  of  the  law 
(Smith's  Com.  on  St.  pp.  884  to  878),  would  require  us  to  exempt 
the  particular  form  without  the  influence  of  the  general  statute,  as 
a  legislative  exception;  otherwise  the  provisions  would  be 
suicidal.  But  we  are  satisfied  that  no  such  repugnance  exists 
in  the  case  before  us ;  on  the  contrary,  the  form  pursued  is  in 
harmony  wil^  the  other  provisions  of  the  Code. 

We  come  now  to  consider  the  sufficiency  of  the  indictment 
wiA  reference  to  the  Federal  and  State  constitutions.  Had 
like  Legislature  the  power  to  make  Ais  a  valid  indictment,  and 
to  require  the  jury  to  find  by  their  verdict  whether  the  offimce 
was  murder  in  the  first  or  second  degree ;  and  within  certain 
prescribed  limits,  to  exercise  a  discretion  as  to  the  penalty  to 
be  inflicted  on  conviction  t 

It  is  insisted  by  counsel,  that  the  fifth  article  of  the  amend- 
ments to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  which  provides 
lliat  ^'  no  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital  or  other- 
wise infamous  crime,  unless  on  presentment  or  indictment  of  a 
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gnadjarj,"  k^.yi%  ao  iohibitioD  upoa  tb»  $tal6«,  reBlrieti^g 
tbttii  m  the  proseeatioQ  of  o»pkal  or  iii&iiicwi  oftnoeB  to  the 
coiiimoai  faio  indictanent ;  and  that,  inasintteh  aa  tiie  iadietoMiit 
before  vm  is  maaifeady  defoolive  aa  a  ooouaoii  law  indietmen^ 
it  oaimot  be  aapported,  and  the  statate  preacribiag  it  is  vqoqb- 
atitational  and  void.  It  10  farther  ocmtended,  that  it  ia  viola- 
tiYO  of  the  tenth  and  twelfth  eectiona  of  the  bill  of  rights  of  this 
State  ;  the  first  deolaring,  that  ^'  in  all  criminal  i^MoatioiMS 
the  aceosed  has  a  right  to  be  heard  by  bimself  and  oonnael,  to 
demand  the  natare  and  cansorof  the  aocnsation)  and  haTe  a 
fopy  ibereofi"  &c  ;  and  farther^  that  "  in  all  criminal  prose- 
entionSy  by  indictment  or  information,  a  speedy  public  trial  by 
an  impartial  jury  of  the  county  or  district  in  which  the  cfiBnce 
shall  have  been  committed,''  &c. ;  and  the  twelfth  section  pio* 
riding,  that  ^^  no  person  shall,  for  any  indictable  offence^  be  pro* 
ceeded  against  criminally  by  information." 

It  is  needless  to  inquire  whether  the  provisions  ^  the  CSode 
sanctioning  this  indictment  may  consist  with  the  5th  article  of 
the  amendments  to  the  Federal  cimstitution ;  for  the  reason, 
that  these  amendments  were  never  designed  to  operate  npon  the 
States,  as  restrictive  of  their  powers,  but  were  demanded  by  the 
States  as  safe-guards  against  encroachments  on  the  part  of  the 
Federal  Qovemment.  The  history  of  the  country  informs  nsy 
that  the  resolutions  proposing  these  amendments  were  offered  by 
Mr.  Madison,  to  meet  objections  made  by  some  of  the  State  con- 
ventions, to  the  unrestricted  powers  conferred  upon  the  General 
Government  by  the  constitution  as  it  then  stood,  in  regard  to 
certain  subjects-matter  of  legislation.  The  preamble  of  the 
resolutions,  as  they  passed  Congress,  may  serve  to  strengthen 
this  conduaion.  It  declares  :  ^'  The  conventions  of  a  number 
of  the  States  having,  at  the  time  of  their  adoptbg  the  constitu- 
tion, expressed  a  desire,  in  order  to  prevent  misconstruction  or 
abuse  of  its  powers,  that  further  declaratory  and  restrictive 
dauses  should  be  added;  and,  as  extending  the  grounds  of 
pnblic  confidence  in  the  government,  will  best  insure  the  benefi- 
cent ends  of  its  institution :  Resolved^^^  &c..  '^  that  the  follow- 
ing articles  be  proposed,"  &c.  The  States,  as  independent 
sovereignties,  could  certainly  have  protected  their  own  citisens, 
by  their  fundamental  laws,  from  the  effects  of  improper  legisl^ 
.tiovkby  their  legisktive  assemblies ;  but  as  the  citiieiia  of  all 
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the  State*  were  to  be  amenable  to  the  laws  of  the  General  Got- 
eminent^  when  passed  in  oonformity  to  the  powers  conferred  bj 
the  Federal  constitution,  over  which  laws  tiie  States,  as  sneh, 
possessed  no  power,  it  was  deemed  essential  to  the  security  of 
the  citisens,  and  to  the  rights  of  the  States,  to  place  farther 
restrictions  upon  the  powers  of  the  Federal  Government,  as  the 
same  is  provided  for  in  these  amendments.  Bat  we  are  not 
left  to  reason  and  the  history  of  the  conntry  alone  to  sustain 
our  view.  The  authority  of  adjudged  cases  abundantly  sane* 
tions  it — ^Jackson  v.  Wood,  2  Cow.  Rep.  818,  n.  b ;  Living- 
ston V.  The  Mayor  of  New  York,  8  Wend.  100  ;  Barron  ys 
The  Mayor  and  City  Council  ot  Baltimore,  7  Peters'  Rep« 
247^  per  C.  J.  Marshall.  Indeed,  the  point  has  been 
expressly  so  ruled  by  this  court,  in  Boring  et  al.  V4  Williamsi 
17  AU.  510. 

So  much  for  the  provision  of  the  Federal  constitution. 

With  respect  to  the  legislative  power  of  the  State,  we  have 
frequently  announced  that  in  reference  to  all  legitimate  subjects** 
matter  of  legislation,  this  power  was  unlimited,  except  in  so  far 
as  it  was  restrained  by  the  Federal  or  State  constitutions  (Stein 
V.  The  Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  the  City  of  Mobile,  at  the  present 
term ;  Ex  parte  Pickett,  24  Ab.  96) ;  while  the  Federal  Gov*- 
emment  can  rightfully  exercise  no  power  save  such  as  is  ex- 
pressly delegated  by  the  constitution  of  tiiat  government,  and 
such  as  is  necessary  and  proper  to  carry  into  execution  some 
express  power. 

Having  seen  that  the  Federal  constitution  does  not  in  any 
wise  restrict  the  State  in  the  exercise  of  its  legislative  functions, 
in  prescribing  the  forms  of  the  indictments  and  the  mode  of 
criminal  trials,  let  us  next  consider  what  influence  our  own  bill 
of  rights  has  upon  the  subject. 

The  twelftii  section  of  the  bill  of  rights  evidently  inhibits  the 
Legislature  from  passing  any  law  authorizing  a  party  to  be  pro- 
ceeded against  criminally  by  information,  for  an  indictable 
offence;  but  this  in  no  wise  restrictsthe  Legislature  from  enact* 
ing  laws  defining  offences  and  their  punishment,  and  prescribing 
forms  of  indictments  suited  to  them,  as  well  as  the  mode  of 
trying  them.  They  cannot  say  a  party  may  be  proceeded 
against  for  an  indictable  offence  by  information — that  is,  they 
have  no  power  to  say  a  party  can  be  put  upon  his  trial  for  an 
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othooo  frbieh  is  indictable,  aniess  the  aeensatioti  brought  against 
falm  is  made  upon  the  oath  of  a  grand  jury. 

We  readily  concede,  that  to  give  elect  to  the  spirit  and 
meaning  nf  this  clause,  there  must,  in  all  prosecutions  for  in- 
dictable (fences,  be  such  an  accusation  at  the  suit  of  the  State, 
fcmnd  to  be  true  by  the  oaths  of  a  grand  jury,  as  shall  furnish 
to  the  accused  Reasonable  information  of  what  he  is  called  upon 
to  answer,  by  setting  forth  the  constituent  elements  of  the 
offence  or  crime  with  which  he  is  attempted  to  be  charged.  It 
would  not  be  Ciompetent  for  the  Legislature  to  make  that  an  in- 
dictment which  failed  to  accuse  a  party  of  a  crime.  Regard 
must  be  had  to  the  nature  of  the  accusation,  as  embodying  and 
setting  forth  with  reasonable  certainty  a  charge  of  the  crime  for 
which  the  prisoner  is  to  be  tried.  An  indictment  for  larceny 
could  not,  by  legislative  enactment,  bo  made  an  indictment  for 
murder,  without  violating  the  true  spirit  and  meaning  of  this 
provision  in  the  bill  of  rights ;  but  if  the  indictment  set  forth, 
with  reasonable  certainty,  the  crime  for  which  the  accused  is  to 
be  tried,  as  the  Legislature  may  alter  the  common  law,  it  may 
declare  such  indictment  to  be  good,  notwithstanding  it  may  fail 
to  contain  many  averments  required  by  the  common  law  to  make 
it  valid.  There  must  be  an  indictment,  before  a  party  can  be 
put  on  his  trial  for  an  indictable  offence.  In  other  words,  there 
must  be  *^a  written  accusation  of  the  party,  at  the  suit  of  the 
Slate,  of  a  crime,  presented  upon  oath  by  a  jury  of  twelve  or 
more  men,  called  a  grand  jury." — Archb.  Cr.  PI.  (6  ed.)  vol. 
1,  p.  66,  and  notes. 

In  the  case  before  us,  there  is  an  indictment  accusing  the 
prisoner  on  the  oath  of  a  grand  jury,  that  on  a  named  day,  he 
'<  unlawfully  and  with  malice  aforethought,  killed  George  T. 
Sharp,  against  the  peace,"  &c.  Now,  although  this  indictment 
would  not  be  good  at  the  common  law,  because  it  is  wanting  in 
cef  toin  formalities  which  were  required  by  the  rules  of  that  law ; 
yet  it  is  certainly  an  indictment — that  is,  it  is  a  ^^written  aocn- 
sation  of  a  crime  against  the  prisoner,  found  by  a  grand  jury ;" 
and  it  is  a  coraplianoe,  in  our  opinion,  with  the  spirit  of  our 
(andamental  law.  I'fais  being  the  accusation,  when  the  prisoner 
is  arraigned  for  trial,  he  is  entitled  to  demand  the  nature  and 
cause  ef  it,  and  to  have  a  copy  of  it,  in  order  to  enable  him  to 
esattine  it  by  himself  and  counsel,  so  as  to  test  its  legal  suffi- 
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oioDoy  by  demurrer,  or  prepare  to  defend  against  the  eharge  on 
the  facts.  This  is  all  that  is  meant  by  the  clanse  in  the  bill  of 
rights,  by  which  the  accused,  in  criminal  prosecutions^  has  a 
ri^t  to  demand  the  nature  and  cause  of  the  accusation  against 
him.  The  charge  is  not  to  be  concealed  from  him,  but  he  is 
Mititled  to  be  fully  advised  as  to  what  the  accusation  is  against 
him,  that  he  may  prepare  to  meet  it.  This  clause  has  no  bear- 
ing upon  the  question,  as  to  what  shall  be  the  form  of  the  accu- 
sation, but  entitles  the  prisoner  to  demand  its  nature,  whether 
it  be  good  or  bad :  he  has  the  right,  upon  his  arraignment,  to 
hare  the  indictment  read  to  him  :  he  is  thus  advised  of  the  na- 
ture and  cause  of  it :  he  has  the  further  right  to  ^^  have  a  copy 
thereof.'^— lOih  Sec.  Bill  of  Rights. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  Legislature  has  the 
power  to  make  this  a  good  indictment  for  murder  in  the  first  de- 
gree, as  well  as  for  murder  in  the  second  degree ;  leaving  it  to 
the  jury  to  find  the  degree,  and  to  affix  the  punishment,  within 
certain  restrictions  as  prescribed  by  the  Code.  England,  as 
well  as  most  of  the  States  of  this  Union,  has  passed  laws  sim- 
plifying the  forms  of  indictments,  and  curtailing  them  of  much 
useless  verbiage. 

We  must  then  go  to  our  statutes,  and  not  to  the  common  law, 
to  test  the  sufficiency  of  this  indictment,  and  tested  by  these, 
there  is  no  question  as  to  its  sufficiency. 

It  is  not  pretended  that  the  prisoner  was  tried  out  of  the 
county  in  which  the  ofienoe  was  committed.  It  was  competent 
for  the  Legislature  to  enact  that  it  should  not  be  necessary  to 
allege  where  the  ofience  was  committed,  but  that  the  proof  must 
show  it  to  have  been  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  in 
which  the  indictment  was  preferred. — Code  §  3514.  The  accu- 
sation of  the  commission  of  the  crime,  is  the  gravamen  of  the 
indictment  This  cannot  be  dispensed  with  ;  but  the  particu- 
lars, as  to  time,  place,  and  circumstance,  not  constituting  es- 
sential elements  in  the  crime,  may  be  dispensed  with  in  the 
indictment  by  the  statute,  and  be  left  as  matter  of  proof,  as 
establishing  or  not  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  We  can  see 
no  inconvenience  or  injury,  which  could  result  to  the  accused, 
from  this,  as  the  statute  now  secures  to  him  atrial  in  the  county 
where  the  offimce  was  committed,  unless  upon  his  motion  it  is 
taken  to  another  county  on  change  of  venue. 
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As  to  the  objeotioD,  that  the  indictment  fails  to  show  that  the 
grand  jury  were  sworn,  we  have  only  to  say,  that  we  have  fre- 
quently decided  that  the  caption  of  the  indietmcnt,  show- 
ing when,  and  where,  and  by  whom  the  conrt  was  held,  and 
who  were  selected  and  sw(Hm  as  grand  jurors,  must  be 
looked  to  in  aid  of  the  indictment,  as  forming  a  part  of  the 
record,  and  need  not  be  repeated  in  the  body  of  the  indictment. 
Reeves  v.  The  State,  20  Ala.  88 ;  State  v.  Murphy,  9  Porter 
487 ;  State  v.  Morgan,  19  Ala.  556. 

As  to  the  verdict  and  judgment :  The  jury  find  the  prisoner 
"  guilty  of  murder  in  the  first  degree,"  and  say  they  ^^  sen- 
tence him  to  be  hung."  This  verdict  is  sufficient,  as  it  con- 
forms to  the  Code  (§  8082),  except  as  to  the  verbiage  used  in  the 
conclusion.  The  Code  (§  8080)  provides,  that  the  prisoner,  be- 
ing found  guilty  of  murder  in  the  first  degree,  shall  suffer  death, 
or  imprisonment  for  life,  at  the  discretion  of  the  jury  trying 
the  same.  Here  the  jury  do  not  say,  in  so  many  words,  he 
shall  suffer  death,  but  that  he  shall  be  hung.  This  findingMs 
unequivocal.  The  term  ^^  hung,"  or  ^^sentencing  a  man  to  be 
hung,"  found  in  this  collocation,  means  to  suspend  him  by  the 
neck  until  he  is  dead — ^1  Bouv.  Law  Dictionary,  Title  ^^  Hang- 
ing" ;  Web.  Die. 

That  the  jury  say  they  ''  sentence"  him  to  be  bung,  is  no 
objection.  It  is  not  the  most  appropriate  word  perhaps  ;  but 
they  evidently  mean,  that,  in  their  discretion,  they  affix  to  the 
crime  of  which  they  convict  him  the  punishment  of  death.  Any 
other  construction  would  be  altogether  hypercritical,  and  cannot 
be  indulged.  The  end  of  the  statute  is  attained,  when  the  jury, 
by  unequivocal  terms,  certify  to  the  court  the  punishment 
they  have  affixed ;  and  their  verdiet  must  not  be  too  rigidly 
construed,  but  according  to  the  plain,  common-sense  meaning 
of  the  terms  they  use,  as  understood  in  the  community. — Nabors 
V.  The  State,  6  Ala.  200 ;  1  Chit.  Crim.  Law  644,-6,  and 
notes  ;  State  v.  Upton,  1  Dev.  518.  It  is  sufficient,  if  their 
meaning  is  obvious  and  unmistakeable,  although  they  may  not 
couch  their  verdict  in  technical  language. 

The  objection  to  the  sentence  of  the  court,  that  the  dates  of 
such  sentence  and  the  day  fixed  for  execution  thereof  are  ex- 
pressed by  figures,  cannot  be  sustained.  In  modem  times,  this 
has  been  held  to  be  sufficient,  even  in  the  indictment,  if  the  date 
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is  plainly  legible. — ^5  Bacon's  Abr.,  by  Boa?.,  81 ;  State  t« 
Hodgeden,  8  Vem.  481 ;  State  t.  Raiford,  7  Per.  701. 

We  oome  next  to  consider  tbe  questions  raised  upon  the  bill 
of  ezoeptions  taken  in  the  case. 

When  the  office  of  constable  is  vacant  in  a  justice^s  precinct) 
or  in  cases  of  emergency,  the  justice  has  power  to  appoint  a 
person  to  act  in  his  place,  without  requiring  bond  and  security  ; 
and  such  appointment  extends  to  the  execution  of  all  procem^ 
except  the  collection  of  money  on  executions.  The  justice  is 
the  proper  judge  of  the  emergency  requiring  such  appointment; 
and  when  one  has  thus  been  appointed  for  the  execution  dT 
a  warrant,  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  his  authority  to  do  so  any 
where  in  the  county  of  the  justice's  residence. — Code  §  711. 

The  court  below,  by  an  affirmative  charge,  and  which  we 
cannot  intend  was  abstract,  affirmed  the  validity  of  the  war- 
rant under  which  the  deceased  was  proceeding  to  make  the 
arrest  when  killed  by  the  prisoner.  If  the  warrant  was  in- 
valid upon  its  face,  and  showed  that  the  justice  had  no  jurist 
diction  of  the  matter  involved  in  it,  tiien,  as  it  woidd  be 
void,  and  as  the  officer  in  whose  hands  it  was  placed  for  ex- 
ecution must  be  presumed  to  know  the  law,  and  could  see 
that  it  was  void,  he  was  a  trespasser.  Although  there  is 
much  uncertainty  and  contrariety  of  opinion  in  the  books,  as 
to  when  an  executive  officer  shall  be  protected  by  virtue  of 
process  placed  in  their  hands,  yet,  we  believe,  they  are  all 
agreed  in  this :  ''that  a  constable  cannot  justify  any  arrest 
by  force  of  a  warrant  from  a  justice  of  the  peace,  which  ex- 
pressly appears,  upon  the  face  of  it,  to  be  for  an  offence 
whereof  the  justice  of  the  peace  hath  no  jurisdiction,"  &c. 
I  quote  the  language  of  Serjeant  Hawkins  (Pleas,  vol.  2,  p. 
130,  §  10),  who  says  that  this  seems  clear. 

If,  then,  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  this  warrant  that  the 
justice  had  no  jurisdiction  to  order  the  arrest  of  the  pris- 
oner, the  deceased,  in  his  attempt  to  execute  it,  might  be  re- 
garded by  the  prisoner  as  a  trespasser,  as  soon  as  he  entered 
his  premises,  and  might  be  treated  as  such.  This  is  the  l%w, 
as  clearly  announced  in  Duckworth  v.  Johnson,  7  Ala.  578  ; 
Sasnett  v.  Weathers,  21  ib.  673;  and  Crumpton  v:  Newman, 
12  i&.  199.  How  far  the  prisoner  might  lawftiUy  go  in  re- 
sidting  the  deceased,  conceding  that  the  latter  was  a  tres- 
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paster,  is  fdUy  diseosBedin  Carroll  r.  The  State,  23  Ala.  28, 
and  need  not  now  be  more  partieiilarly  adverted  to. 

Is  the  warrant  in  this  case  void  upon  its  face?  Does  it 
show,  npon  its  face,  that  the  justice  had  no  jorisdietion  of 
the  complaint,  the  snbstance  of  which  the  law  requires 
fihonld  be  stated  in  it?-— Code  §  8341.  Upon  our  first  exam- 
ination, we  thought  it  was  not  void,  bnt  informal  merely. — 
Upon  having  onr  attention  more  particnlarly  called  to  it,  by 
the  connsel  for  the  prisoner,  we  are  fully  satisfied  that  onr 
first  Impression  was  wrong,  and  that  it  is  wholly  void. 

The  Code  (^  3340)  declares,  that,  **  Whenever  complaint 
is  made  to  a  magistrate,  that  any  person  has  threatened,  or 
is  about  to  commit  an  oflence  on  the  person  or  property  of 
another,  he  must  examine  the  complainant,  and  any  witness 
he  may  produce,  on  oath,  reduce  such  examination  to  wri- 
*  ting,  and  cause  it  to  be  subscribed  by  the  parties  so  exam- 
ined." Section  3341  declares,  '^If,  on  such  examination,  it 
appears  that  there  is  reason  to  fear  the  commission  of  any 
such  offence,  by  the  person  complained  of,  the  magistrate 
must  issue  a  warrant,  directed  to  any  lawful  officer  of  the 
State,  containing  the  substance  of  the  complaint,  and  com- 
manding such  officer  forthwith  to  arrest  the  person  com- 
plained of,  and  bring  him  before  him,  or  some  other  magis- 
trate having  jurisdiction  in  the  matter/' 

The  warrant  in  this  case  appears,  upon  its  face,  to  be  pred- 
icated upon  the  affidavit  of  Mary  Noles,  wife  of  the  prisoner, 
which  merely  states  that  she  "is  afraid  that  her  husband,  Jo- 
seph Noles,  of  said  county,  laborer,  will  beat,  wound,  maim 
or  kill  her,  or  do  her  some  bodily  hurt."  It  sets  forth  no 
other  cause  of  complaint,  than  in  the  recital  of  this  oath, 
and  proceeds  '^  these  are  therefore  to  command  you/'  Ac- 

This  statute,  being  in  restraint  of  liberty,  and  penal,  must 
be  strictly  construed ;  that  is,  it  may  not  be  enlarged,  by 
construction,  beyond  tiie  plain  import  of  the  terms  in  which 
it  is  couched. 

According  to  it,  two  cases  only  exist,  where  sureties  for 
the  peace  may  be  demanded  by  the  complaint  of  a  party : 
one  is,  where  any  person  ^'  has  threatened''  to  commit  an 
offence  on  the  person  or  property  of  another ;  the  other, 
where  mA  person  **i9  about  to  commit"  such  ofience. 
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This  wii^rant  embraces  neither,  but  merely  that  the  pris- 
oner's wife  "  is  afraid^'  he  will  commit  such  ofiEence*  This  is 
a  substantire  and  distinct  ground,  not  embraced  by  the 
statute ;  and  for  the  obvious  reason,  that  we  should  have  but 
little  security  for  personal  liberty,  if  the  mere  fears  of 
others,  however  groundless,  could  deprive  us  of  it. 

We  are  aware,  that  this  looks  like  a  technical  ground 
upon  which  to  reverse  a  cause  of  this  grave  importance;  but 
it  is  our  duty  to  decide  the  law,  irrespective  of  consequencea; 
and  being  satisfied  that  the  warrant  is  void,  we  have  no  al* 
ternative  but  to  reverse  the  sentence,  and  r^nand  the  cause, 
that  the  prisoner  may  be  again  tried. 

This  judgment  will  be  accordingly  here  rendered,  and  the 
prisoner  will  remain  in  custody  to  await  his  further  trial. 


BOYKIN  vs.  KERNOCHAN. 

1.  A  final  decree  of  the  Chancery  Court,  which  has  been  fully  executed, 
cannot  be  opened  on  the  petition  of  one  who,  by  his  own  showing,  had  no 
interest  whatever  in  the  snbject- matter  of  the  controversy  until  long  ftfbor 
it  was  terminated. 

2.  AVhen  a  party  propounds  his  interoat  by  petition  to  the  court,  praying  to  be 
made  a  party  to  a  suit  that  he  may  prosecute  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error 
from  the  final  decree,  the  order  making  him  a  party  would  relate  back  to 
the  time  when  the  decree  was  rendered ;  and  therefore,  if  hia  petition  eliows 
that  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error  from  the  doeree  is  already  barred  by  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations,  it  will  not  be  granted.  This  rule  applies  equally  to  Chan- 
cery Courts  and  Courts  of  Probate. 

3.  The  limitation  prewrilxjd  to  writs  of  eiTor  by  the  act  of  1818  (Clay's 
Digest  309  §  17),  applies  to  final  decrees  in  ohanceiy,  as  weU  as  to  final  jadg- 
ments  at  law. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Mobile. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  Wade  Keyss. 

Thb  appellant  filed  his  petition  on  the  14th  April,  1854,  in 
the  Mobile  Chancery  Cpurt,  setting  out  that  on   th^-— -dmr 
45 
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of -,  1852,  he  intermarried  with  Sarah  M.  Hanard,  who 

had  been  a  party  to  a  salt  in  said  court,  in  which  Joseph  Ker- 
nochan  was  complainant,  and  Robert  F.  Hazsard  and  Sarah  M*, 
his  wife,  and  others,  were  defendants  ;  that  the  object  of  the 
suit  was  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  on  certain  lands,  the  fee  of 
which  was  in  his  wife ;  that  daring  his  marriage  his  wife  had 
issue,  bom  alive,  capable  of  inheriting ;  that  both  the  issue  so 
bom,  and  his  wife,  are  now  dead  ;  that  he  is  entitled  to  his 
curtesy,  and  prays  to  be  made  a  party  to  the  record  in  the 
former  suit,  that  he  may  prosecute  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error 
from  the  decree,  which  he  avers  to  be  erroneous.  Before  either 
his  marriage,  or  the  filing  of  the  petition,  a  final  decree  had 
been  rendered  in  the  mortgage  suit,  and  that  decree  had  been 
fully  executed.  Three  years  had  also  elapsed  between  the  ren- 
dition of  the  decree  and  the  filing  of  the  petition. 

The  Chancellor  dismissed  the  petition,  and  this  appeal  is  pros- 
ecuted in  order  to  review  this  order  of  dismissal. 

John  T.  Taylor,  for  the  appellant,  contended  : 

1.  That  the  only  question  in  the  case,  is,  whether  the  petitioner 
has  shown  such  an  interest  in  the  litigation,  as  warrants  his 
bemg  made  a  party ;  that  the  question  as  to  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations cannot  arise,  until  after  he  has  been  made  a  party. 

2.  That  the  petition  does  show  such  an  interest  in  Boykin, 
as  entitles  him  to  investigate  the  decree,  the  three  years  bar- 
ring writs  of  error  not  having  run  agamst  his  wife  before  her 
death.— 8  Ala.  177  ;  15  i6.  495. 

8.  That  the  act  barring  writs  of  error  after  the  lapse  of  three 
years  (Clay's  Digest  809  §  17),  applies  only  to  judgments  at 
law,  and  does  not  embrace  decrees  in  chancery. 

Smith  &  Chandler,  contra  : 

1.  The  appeal  is  limited  to  three  years. — Masange  v.  Slocnm 
&  Henderson,  28  Ala.  668. 

2.  If  the  petitioner  were  made  a  party,  the  order  would 
relate  back  to  the  rendition  of  the  decree,  and  he  would  be 
barred — ^Bmford  v.  Binford,  22  Ala.  682* 

8.  There  are  no  exceptions  in  the  statute,  and  none  will  be 
implied.— Howell  v.  Hair,  15  Ala.  194 ;  22  ib,  682.  Nor  has 
the  petitioner  been  under  any  disability. 
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LIGON,  J. — We  see  no  error  in  this  record,  nor  has  th« 
Gonnsel  for  the  appellant  been  ^ble  to  produce  a  precedent  for 
his  petition.  We  are  aware  of  no  rule  of  chancery  practice, 
which  allows  a  final  decree,  once  made,  and  fully  executed,  to 
be  opened  on  the  petition  of  one  who,  by  his  own  showing,  had 
no  interest  whatever  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  controversy 
until  long  after  it  was  terminated.  To  introduce  such  a  prac- 
tice, would  tend  to  unsettle  the  decrees  of  the  Chancery  Courts 
to  an  alarming  extent,— to  protract  litigation,  and  foster  specu* 
lations  upon  supposed  errors  in  the  proceedings  of  courts  of 
justice.  Before  we  could  sanction  a  practice  which  is  preg- 
nane with  such  consequences,  we  would  require  the  production 
of  some  well  established  rule  to  authorize  it.  We  have  not 
been  shown  such  a  rule,  and  have  been  unable,  in  our  researches, 
either  to  find  one,  or  to  see  a  good  reason  why  it  should  exist. 
Our  statutes  provide  an  ample  remedy  for  defendants  against 
whom  decrees  are  rendered,  when  they  are  laboring  under  any 
disability. 

But  neither  they,  nor  any  of  the  books,  furnish  a  rule  by 
which  those  who  are  alike  strangers  in  interest  and  strangers 
to  the  record  can  come  in  and  disturb  a  decree  final  its  charac- 
ter, and  fully  executed,  because,  in  defiance  of  the  record,  they 
subsequently  purchase  the  interest  which  one  of  the  parties  to 
the  record  formerly  had  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  If 
this  party  is  permitted  to  come  in  at  this  time,  what  is  to 
hinder  him  from  selling  out  his  pretended  interest  after  the  court 
decreed  against  him,  and  by  this  means  conferring  upon  his 
purchaser  the  same  right  with  regard  to  that  decree  which  he 
now  claims  for  himself  with  respect  to  the  one  ahready  rendered? 
Thus  the  litigation  might  be  kept  up  for  an  interminable  period, 
and  the  rights  of  the  parties  and  the  decrees  of  court  remain 
unsettled  for  an  indefinite  time  ;  and  this,  too,  after  the  court, 
which  had  full  jurisdiction  of  every  interest  and  party  involved, 
had,  according  to  the  known  rules  of  both  law  and  practice, 
finally  pronounced  sentence  in  the  case. 

2.  The  petitioner  avers,  in  his  petition,  the  purpose  for  which 
be  desires  to  be  made  a  party  to  the  former  suit,  viz.,  that  he 
may  prosecute  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error,  and  thus  have  the 
decree  reviewed.    To  this  purpose  he  must  be  held. 

The  courts  of  justice  in  this  State  will  never  do  a  nugatory 
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act ;  and  if  the  time,  within  which  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error 
from  the  decree  rendered  by  the  Chancellor  could  be  prosecuted ^ 
had  elapsed,  before  this  petition  was  presented,  then  it  would  be 
a  useless  and  nugatory  act  to  grant  its  prayer. 

We  hare  already  decided,  that  where  one  propounds  bis 
interest,  and  seeks  to  be  made  a  party  to  the  record  in  the 
Orphans'  Court,  and  is  so  made,  the  order  making  him  such 
wiU  relate  back  to  the  time  the  decree  was  rendered ;  andr  if, 
in  such  case,  the  period  intervening  between  the  rendition  of 
the  decree  and  the  time  at  which  the  new  party  is  made,  exceeds 
three  years,  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  prosecute  a  writ  of  error. 
— ^Binford  v.  Binford,  22  Ala.  682.  The  same  rule,  we  appre- 
hend, will  apply  with  equal  force  to  writs  of  error  (under  the 
old  law),  from  decrees  in  chancery. 

It  was,  howoTer,  insisted  on  in  the  argument,  that  the  act  of 
limitations,  as  it  is  found  in  Clay's  Digest,  309  §  17,  which 
declares,  that  ^^  a  writ  of  error  may  issue,  to  reverse  any  final 
judgment  in  the  Circuit  Court,  at  any  time  within  three  years 
after  the  rendition  of  tha  judgment,  and  not  afterwards,'-  docs 
not  apply  to  decrees  in  chancery ;  and  consequently  the  right 
to  prosecute  a  writ  of  error,  in  such  cases,  is  unlimited  as  to 
time.  We  cannot  assent  to  this  construction  of  that  statute. 
It  was  passed  in  the  year  1818,  when  the  chancery  jurisdiction 
in  this  State  belonged  altogether  to  the  Circuit  Com  ts;  and 
decrees  pronounced  by  them  may  be  well  included  under  the 
term  ^^  judgments,',  especially  as  these  decrees,  when  made  for 
the  payment  of  money,  are  declared  to  have  the  force  and  effect 
of  judgments,  and  are  allowed  to  be  executed  by  the  same  final 
process.  It  may  well  be  doubted,  whether  any  writ  of  error 
from  a  decree  in  chancery  could  be  prosecuted  at  all,  except 
imder  the  authority  of  our  statutes ;  and  in  this  aspect  of  the 
case,  the  appellant's  construction  of  the  act  of  1818  would 
wholly  deprive  him  of  the  right  to  come  here  at  all  to  complain 
of  this  decree.  In  England,  such  cases  are  invariably  taken 
from  the  lower  to  the  higher  jurisdictions  in  equity  by  appeal, 
granted  by  the  Chancellor ;  and  our  statutes,  when  the  decree 
complained  of  in  this  record  was  made,  required  the  order  of 
the  Chancellor,  before  an  appeal  could  be  taken  ;  so  that,  if  no 
writ  of  error  were  authorized  by  the  statute,  the  decree  of  the 
Chaacery  Court  would  be  final,  on  the  adjournment  of  the  term 
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at  which  it  was  pronounced,  no  appeal  being  prayed  or  granted 
during  that  term  ;  a  result  as  fatal  to  the  petitioner's  applica- 
tion, as  the  statute,  limiting  the  prosecution  of  writs  of  error 
to  three  years,  could  possibly  be. 

There  was  no  error  in  the  decree  of  the  Chanoellor  dianuseing 
the  petition,  and  it  is  consequently  affirmed,  at  the  coats  of  Ute 
appellant,  both  in  this  court  and  the  court  below. 


THE  STATE,  ex  rel.  WARING,  vs.  THE  MAYOR,     -l 
ALDERMEN,  Ac,  OF  MOBILE.  - 

1.  Where  a  decree  has  been  rendered  against  the  corporate  anthoritics  of  a 
city  for  the  abatement  of  a  public  nuieance,  on  an  information  in  the  name 
of  the  State  at  the  relation  of  certain  citizenp,  any  citizen  may  interfere  as 
relator,  by  a  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  revivor,  and  call  on  the 
conrt  to  carry  the  decree  into  execution. 

2.  Whether  the  statute  requiring  the  revival  of  a  judgment  by  a  stire  fadat, 
when  no  execution  was  li«ueil  within  a  year  and  a  day  after  lU  rendition 
(Clay's  Digest  206  §  28),  applies  to  a  decree  in  chancery  for  the  abatement  of 
a  public  nuisance,  on  information  filed  in  the  name  of  the  State  at  the 
relation  of  certain  citizens,  qmere  ?  But  if  it  does  apply,  its  only  eflTect  is, 
to  compel  the  party  seeking  to  enforce  the  decree  to  proceed  by  bill  of  revivor 
or  scire  facias. 

3.  The  written  opinion  of  the  presiding  judge,  when  the  circuit  judges  were 
required  to  file  their  opinions  in  writing,  was  sufficient  to  authorize  the 
rendition  of  a  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc  at  any  subsequent  stage  of  the 
proceedings ;  and  if  it  recited  the  fact  of  the  defendant's  appearance,  it 
would  be  tiifficient  to  sustain  the  judgment  without  service  of  process. 

4.  On  a  bill  filed  to  enforce  the  execution  of  a  decree,  if  the  record  shows 
sufficient  to  authorize  an  amendment  of  the  decree  nunc  pro  tunc,  by 
reciting  the  fact  that  the  defendant  therein  appeared  although  not  sensed 
with  process,  the  court  will  consider  the  amendment  as  made,  and  will 
sustain  the  former  decree. 

5.  There  are  cases  where  a  court  of  equity,  on  a  bill  filed  to  enforce  the 
execution  of  a  decree,  will  refuse  to  enforce  the  decree  if  it  is  unjust  ;  but 
this  will  not  be  done  when  the  proceeding  is  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of 
revivor. 

6.  Where  a  municipal  corporation  is  purely  political  in  its  character,  and 
intended  solely  for  the  local  government  of  a  city,  its  charter  may  be 
amended,  and  its  name  changed,  while  the  coporation  itself  remains  the 
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7.  Where  a  statute  doeB  not,  in  exprefls  terms,  annul  a  right  or  power  pten  to 
a  corporation  by  a  former  act,  but  only  confers  the  same  rights  and  powen: 
upon  it  under  a  new  name,  and  with  additional  powers,  the  latter  act  doe« 
not  repeal  the  former. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  at  Cahaba,  to  which  the 
cause  had  been  transferred  from  the  Mobile  Chancery  Court. 
Heabd  before  the  Hon.  James  B.  Clark . 

P.  Hamilton  and  George  N.  Stewart,  for  appellants. 

John  T.  Taylor,  contra. 

(No  briefs  have  come  to  the  Reporter's  hands.) 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J — ^It  appears  from  the  record,  that 
in  1836  an  information  was  filed  by  the  solicitor  of  the 
Mobile  Circuit  in  the  name  of  the  State,  on  the  relation  of 
certain  individuals,  against  the  mayor  and  aldermen  of  the 
City  of  Mobile,  to  enjoin  the  erection  of  certain  markets, 
then  building  in  Government  street  in  that  city,  and  to  abate 
and  cause  to  be  removed  them,  and  others  at  that  time 
erected.  In  May,  1839,  a  final  decree  was  rendered,  declaim- 
ing that  the  market  house  buildings  and  obstructions  as  set 
forth  in  the  bill  were  a  nuisance  ;  that  a  perpetual  injunction 
issue,  and  that  the  nuisance  be  abated  by  the  defendants. — 
The  decree  remained  unexecuted  until  October,  1852,  when 
Moses  Waring  and  others  applied  by  petition  to  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  to  have  the  decree  executed  by  the  mayor,  alder- 
men and  common  council  of  Mobile,  on  whom  a  ride  was 
served  to  show  cause,  and  who  appeared,  and  in  their  answer 
objected  to  the  execution  of  the  decree  on  the  following 
grounds :  ^ 

1.  That  the  relators  had  no  right  to  prosecute  the  decree. 

2.  That  the  statute  (Clay's  Digest  206  §  28)  is  a  bar  to 
the  prosecution  of  the  same. 

3.  That  the  court  which  rendered  the  decree  had  no  juris- 
diction ;  that  the  corporation  against  which  it  was  rendered 
had  never  been  made  a  party  and  never  appeared,  and  that 
no  decree  pro  confesso  had  been  passed. 

4.  That  the  allegations  contained  in  the  information,  on 
which  the  decree  was  rendered,  were  untrue. 

5.  That  the  corporate  authorities  of  Mobile,  as  then  oonsti- 
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tntedy  were  not  the  corporation  against  which  the  decree  was 
rendered,  bat  are  a  new  corporation,  created  by  the  act  of 
1844. 

6.  That  the  State,  by  the  act  of  1844,  waived  all  its  rights 
under  the  decree,  and  sanctioned  the  use  of  the  market  by 
the  colrporation. 

As  to  the  right  of  the  petitioners  to  prosecute  the  decree, 
it  is  only  necessary  to  observe,  that  the  present  proceeding 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  revivor  to  carry  a  decree  into 
execution  ;  and  it  is  not  necessary,  in  all  cases,  that  bills  of 
this  character  should  be  filed  by  the  same  persons  who  were 
parties  to  the  original  decree.  It  may,  sometimes,  be  exhib- 
ited by  one  outside  of  the  record,  but  who  claims  in  a  similar 
interest. — 3  Dan.  Ch,  Pr.  1689,  1690.  Here,  the  decree  was 
for  the  abatement  of  a  public  nuisance  ;  and  as  the  rights  of 
the  State  were  immediately  and  directly  concerned,  the  law 
officer  of  the  State  might  well  have  proceeded  upon  his  own 
authority,  without  the  intervention  of  any  pther  person  as 
relator. — 1  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  11.  The  only  necessity  for  a  rela- 
tor being  connected  with  the  proceedings,  in  such  case,  is, 
that  there  may  be  a  party  responsible  for  the  costs,  and  the 
conduct  of  the  case ;  but  when  the  act  ascertained  by  the 
proceeding  is  one  detrimental  to  the  public,  and  of  a  charac- 
ter which  is  punishable  by  indictment  as  a  public  nuisance, 
and  when  the  object  of  the  decree  is  to  abate  this  evil — ^upon 
principle,  every  one  who  is  a  member  of  the  community, 
whose  interests  are  supposed  to  be  prejudiced  by  it,  is  con- 
cerned in  its  abatement,  and  may,  therefore,  with  propriety, 
call  upon  the  court  to  enforce  its  decree. 

We  doubt  whether  the  statute  of  1835  (Clay's  Digest  206 
§  28)  has  any  application  to  the  case  before  us,  for  the  reason, 
that  the  State  is  the  party  complaining,  and  because  no 
length  of  time  will  confer  a  right  to  maintain  a  public  nuis- 
ance (Mills  V.  Halls,  9  Wend.  315).  But  it  is  unnecessary 
to  go  thus  far  ;  for,  conceding  that  the  statute  does  apply, 
under  the  construction  given  to  it  in  Van  Cleave  v.Haworth, 
5  Ala.  188,  a  judgment  may  be  revived  by  scire  faciat^  upon 
which  no  execution  has  been  sued  out  for  ten  years ;  and  in 
such  case,  no  greater  presumption  of  satisfaction  arises,  than 
if  it  had  not  been  sued  oat  for  a  year  and  a  day  after  its  ren- 
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dition.  Under  such  circumstances  a  release  is  presumed;  and 
therefore  the  defendant  shall  not  be  disturbed  without  being 
called  upon,  and  having  an  opportunity  of  pleading  the 
release,  or  showing  cause,  if  he  can,  why  execution  should 
not  go. — 2  Tidd's  Pr.  1003.  This  proceeding  is,  as  we  have 
said,  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  revivor,  or  scire  facias.  It 
calls  upon  the  defendant  to  show  cause  why  the  decree  should 
not  be  enforced  ;  and  the  utmost  effect  the  statute  can  liave, 
in  any  case,  is  to  force  the  party  seeking  the  benefit  of  the 
decree  to  pursue  this  course  before  enforcing  it,  but  it  goes 
no  further. 

That  the  court  which  rendered  the  decree  had  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject-matter,  was  expressly  decided  by  this  court 
when  the  case  was  last  here  (5  Port.  279  ;  and  see  also , 
upon  this  point,  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Hoole,  22  Ala.  190) ;  and  al- 
though we  do  not  think  the  decree  could  be  carried  into  ex- 
ecution, upon  a  bill  filed  for  that  purpose,  if  it  appeared  that 
the  defendants  ^vere  not  before  the  court  in  the  former  pro- 
ceedings, we  do  not  understand  such  to  be  the  case  here. — 
The  record  of  the  proceedings  previously  had,  shows  that  a 
motion  was  made  by  the  defendants  to  dismiss  for  want  of 
jurisdiction,  and  was  sustained  by  the  judge  then  presiding, 
and  this  decree  was  subsequently  reversed  by  the  Supreme 
Court.  The  law  then  in  force  required  the  judge  to  render 
his  decree  in  writing  (Aik.  Dig.  288  §  19),  which  was  done  ; 
and  in  that  decree  he  states,  that  the  defendants  to  the  infor- 
mation appeared  before  him  and  made  the  motion.  In  the 
record  the  decree  is  embodied  in  the  opinion,  and  no  formal 
entry  appears  to  have  been  made  ;  but  we  regard  this  omis- 
sion as  altogether  immaterial,  as  the  opinion  of  the  judge  in 
writing  would  have  been  suflScient  to  have  authorized  the 
entry  nunc  pro  tune^  at  any  subsequent  stage  of  the  proceed- 
ings.— Andrews  v.  The  Bank,  10  Ala.  375.  And  we  hare 
often  held,  that  an  entry  of  record,  reciting  the  fact  of  the 
defendant's  appearance,  was  sufficient  to  sustain  the  judg- 
ment, without  service  of  process. — Gilbert  v.  Lane,  3  Port. 
267  ;  Hobson  v.  Emanuel,  8  ib.  442 ;  Moore  v.  Phillips,  ib. 
507.  As  this  amendment  could  properly  have  been  made,  a 
court  of  equity  will  regard  it  as  done,  and,  without  delaying 
the  cause,  give  tlra  same  effect  to  the  statement  of  the  fact  in 
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writing,  by  the  judge,  as  the  Chancellor  would  have  giveti, 
had  the  motion  been  made.    As  to  the  ground  taken  in  the 
answer,  that  no  decree  pro  confesso  was  rendered,  it  is  unne- 
cessary to  say  anything,  as  the  record  shows  that  such  a  de- 
cree was  passed,  before  the  final  decree  was  rendered* 
Neither  can  the  objection  taken  to  the  merits  of  the  decree  be 
sustained.    There  are  cases  where  the  cothmon  process  of  the 
court  will  not  serve,  and  an  original  bill  is  required,  and  a 
second  decree  upon  that,  before  the  first  can  be  executed  ; 
and  in  these  cases,  if  the  first  decree  is  unjust,  a  court  of 
equity  will  not  charge  its  conscience  with  promoting  an  ap- 
parent injustice,  and,  as  the  whole  case  is  open,  may  well 
refuse  to  carry  the  decree  into  execution.- — Lawrence  v. 
Bemey,  2  Ch.  Rep.  127;  Pr.  in  Ch.  134;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Day, 
1  Ves.  218.    But  no  such  case  is  made  here.      The  proceed- 
ing is  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  revivor,  rather  than  an  orig- 
inal bill :  and  the  right  of  a  party  to  prosecute  the  decree, 
and  to  do  what  is  necessary  for  that  purpose,  does  not  depend 
upon  the  merits  of  the  decree. — Story's  Equity  Pleadings, 
§  370  a. 

As  to  the  question,  whether  the  corporate  authorities  of 
Mobile,  as  at  present  constituted,  are  the  same  corporation 
against  which  the  decree  was  rendered,  we  have  no  diffi- 
culty. The  corporation  against  which  the  decree  was  ren- 
dered, was  created  by  the  act  of  1819  (Toulmin's  Digest 
784) ;  and  as  it  was  purely  political  in  its  character,  and  in- 
tended solely  for  the  local  government  of  the  City  of  Mobile, 
it  was  competent  for  the  Legislature  not  only  to  amend,  but 
to  abrogate  its  charter. — People  v.  Morris,  18  Wend.  325  ; 
The  Governor  v.  McEwen,  5  Humph.  241.  But  it  will  be 
apparent  from  an  examination  of  the  act  of  1844,  that  that 
statute  was  not  intended  to  repeal  the  former  act,  but  sim- 
ply to  reorganize  the  corporation  which  was  existing  under 
that  act,  and  to  amend  its  charter.  The  first  incorporated 
the  inhabitants  of  Mobile,  by  the  name  of  the  mayor  and 
aldermen  of  the  City  of  Mobile  ;  and  by  it  the  powers 
deemed  necessary  for  the  government  of  the  city,  were 
vested  in  the  mayor  and  aldermen.  The  act  of  1844  crea- 
ted no  new  incorporation :  the  persons  who  were  incorpora- 
ted under  the  first  statute,  remained  incorporated  under  the 
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last.  A  ch&Dge  was  made,  it  is  true  ;  a  board  of  common 
council-men  were  added  to  the  city  authorities,  and  the  gov- 
ernmental powers  were  given  to  the  mayor,  aldermen  and 
common  council,  instead  of  the  mayor  and  aldermen,  and 
the  name  of  the  corporation  wa&  alteredi  but  the  corporation 
itself  remained  the  same.  It  was  the  inhabitants  of  MobUe 
who  were  incorporated  by  the  first  act,  and  this  provision 
was  in  no  wise  changed  or  affected  by  the  last-  No  altera- 
ation  was  made  in  the  body  politic  ;  and,  as  was  correctly 
said  by  the  Chancellor,  ^'  it  was  the  same  identical  personage 
who  violated  the  law  of  1820,  which  was  an  amendment  of 
the  act  of  1819,  who  was  required  to  show  cause  why  the 
decree  should  not  be  enforced.'' 

The  only  remaining  question  presented,  is,  whether  by  the 
act  of  1844  the  State  waived  its  right  to  the  enforcement  of 
the  decree ;  or,  in  other  words,  whether  that  act  operated  as 
a  repeal  of  the  law  which  fixed  the  width  of  Government 
street  at  one  hundred  feet,  and  consequently  made  it  a  nuis- 
ance for  any  one  to  diminish  its  width,  by  any  obstruction. 
5  Port.  279.  The  Chancellor  was  of  the  opinion,  that  the 
provision  referred  to,  contained  in  the  act  of  1820  (Toul- 
min's  Digest  791),  was  repealed  by  the  forty-sixth  section  of 
the  act  of  1844  (Acts  of  1843-4,  p.  190),  containing  the  same 
provision  ;  and  in  this  respect  his  opinion  was  erroneous. — 
The  last  statute  is  precisely  what  is  indicated  by  its  title, 
that  is,  ^^An  act  to  consolidate  the  several  acts  of  incorpora- 
tion of  the  City  of  Mobile,  and  to  alter  and  amend  the  same.'' 
Where  a  statute  does  not,  in  express  terms,  annul  a  right  or 
power  given  to  a  corporation  by  a  former  act,  but  only  con- 
fers the  same  rights  and  powers  under  a  new  name,  and  with 
additional  powers,  such  subsequent  act  does  not  annul  the 
rights  and  powers  given  under  the  former  act,  and  under  its 
former  name. — Commonwealth  v.  Worcester,  3  Pick.  474. — 
The  plain  object  of  the  Legislature,  in  the  act  of  1844,  as  is 
shown  by  the  body  of  the  act,  as  well  as  its  title,  was  not 
only  to  alter  and  amend,  but  to  consolidate  and  reduce  into 
one,  the  several  provisions  of  the  former  acts  of  incorpora- 
tion. The  corporation,  as  we  have  seen,  was  not  changed  ; 
and  to  hold  that  the  insertion  of  the  same  provision  in  the 
new  act,  which  is  contained  in  the  old,  was  a  repeal  of  the 
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latter,  would  be  to  defeat  the  intention  of  the  Legislature, 
whose  object  was  not  repeal,  but  consolidation.  Indeed,  so 
far  from  the  provision  in  the  new  act  operating  to  annul  the 
same  provision  in  the  old,  we  think  it  was  inserted  in  the  last 
act  to  show  the  more  clearly  that  it  was  intended  to  be  kept 
alive. 

This  disposes  of  all  the  questions  presented  upon  the  record. 
The  Chancellor,  instead  of  dismissing  the  proceeding,  should 
have  rendered  a  decree,  reviving  the  former  decree,  and  direct- 
ing the  same  to  be  carried  into  execution;  and  the  case 
must  be  reversed  and  remanded,  in  order  that  such  decree  may 
be  rendered.    The  appellants  must  pay  the  cost  of  this  court. 


WARE  vs.  CLOWNEY. 


1Q2    468 


].  In  slander  for  words  spoken,  the  words  charged,  which  were  alleged  to 
have  been  spoken  of  and  concerning  plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  his 
trade  and  occupation  as  clerk  for  the  firm  of  defendant  and  his  partner,  were 
as  foUowB :  "  Your  man  (plaintiff)  is  plotting  to  blow  me  (defendant)  and 
the  concern  (the  firm)  up,  and  I  believe  you  have  a  hand  in  it :''  Held,  that 
the  words  were  actionable,  per  ae^  when  connected  by  the  colloquium  and 
innuendo  with  the  plaintiffs  occupation  as  clerk,  without  an  averment  of 
special  damage :  and  that  they  were  spoken  in  the  present  time,  makes  no 
difference. 

ERRoa  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Shelby. 

The  record  does  not  show  the  name  of  the  presiding  judge. 

This  was  an  action  of  slander,  by  Clowney  against  Ware. 
The  declaration  contains  two  counts  :  The  first  avers,  in  sab- 
stance,  that  the  plaintiff  was  by  trade  a  clerk,  and  at  the  time 
of  the  grievance  complained  of  was  in  the  employment  of  the 
defendant  and  oue  McClanahan,  partners  in  the  manufacturing 
of  iron,  as  such ;  that  the  defendant,  to  vex,  harrass,  impover- 
ish, oppress,  and  wholly  ruin  him,  the  plaintiff,  in  his  said 
trade  and  occupation,  and  otherwise,  in  a  discourse  which  he 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


ii»  ALABAMA. 


Ware  t.  dowmey. 


bad  of  the  plaintiff,  and  of  concerning  him  in  his  said  trade  and 
occupation,  and  his  conduct  and  emplojuent  as  clerk  in  the 
businesB  of  Ware  &  McClanahan,  in  the  presence  of  one  Jones 
Thompemi  and  others,  did,  on  the  —  day  of  July,  1849,  fakely 
and  maliciously  speak  and  publish,  concerning  his  said  business 
and  employment,  the  following  false,  malicious  and  defamatcnry 
words  :  '*  Your  man  Clowney  (plaintiff)  is  plotting  to  blow  me 
(defendant)  and  the  oonoern  (iron  business)  up,  and  I  believe  you 
(Thompson)  have  a  hand  in  it.  Clowney  (meaning  plaintiff)  is 
a  scoundrel ;  is  a  dishonest  man  ;  is  a  rascal ;  is  a  swindler. 
You  and  Thompson  have  colleagued  together,  to  blow  me  and 
the  concern  up." 

The  second  count  is  like  the  first,  except  that  it  counts  alone 
upon  the  words  :  "  Your  man  Clowney  (meaning  the  plaintiff) 
is  plotting  to  blow  mo  (defendant)  and  the  concern  (the  iron 
business)  up,  and  I  (defendant)  believe  you  (Thompson)  have  a 
hand  in  it ;"  and  then  proceeds  to  aver,  that  Thompson,  the 
person  to  whom  these  words  were  addressed,  was  also  employed 
by  the  defendant  and  McCIanahan  in  the  business  of  making 
iron  and  digging  iron  ore,  and  that  the  defendant  meant  by  these 
words  to  charge  plaintiff  and  Thompson  with  being  guilty  of 
the  offence  of  conspiracy  to  ruin  aud  destroy  the  said  business 
of  Ware  &  McCIanahan  ;  by  means  of  all  which,  he  has  been 
injured,  &c.,  in  his  reputation  and  trade,  and  Ware  &  Mc- 
CIanahan have  refused  to  employ  him,  or  continue  him  as  their 
clerk  ;  to  his  damage,"  &c. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  each  count  separately  in  the  de- 
claration, which  demurrer  was  overruled ;  and  this  ruling  of 
the  court  is  assigned  for  error. 

White  &  Parsons,  for  plaintiff  in  error : 

Words  are  to  be  construed  according  to  their  popular  use, 
and  not  in  their  most  harsh  or  innocent  sense. — Hogg  v.  Dor- 
rah,  2  Por.  218.  To  plot  is  to  plan,  to  scheme,  to  contrive,  to 
form  a  scheme  of  mischief  against  another.  It  does  not  ordi- 
narily involve  anything  legally  criminal.  To  pUn,  or  scheme, 
or  contrive  to  blow  up  a  man  or  his  business,  would  not  reach 
the  criminal  intent  neoessary  to  constitute  the  offence  of  con- 
spiracy.—See  definition  of  conspiracy,  Clay^s  Dig.  480  §  28. 

These  wwds,  as  st^ed  in  the  first  count,  without  an  bnuendo. 
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it  is  contended,  are  not  sufficient,  of  themselves,  to  constitute  a 
charge  of  conspiracy,  and  are  both  changed  and  enlarged  by 
the  innuendo  in  the  second  count,  in  such  manner  as  to  vitiate 
the  declaration. — Starkie  on  Slander  295. 

The  ^ords  used  are  in  the  present  tense.  They  do  not  import 
an  act  done,  but  in  process  of  being  done.  To  say  of  a  man^ 
^^  You  are  murdering  that  man,"  would  be  no  slander,  because  it 
leaves  the  offence  incomplete.  So,  to  say  ^'  You  are  plotting  to 
blow  me,"  leaves  the  offence  incomplete. — Eaton  v.  Allen,  4 
Co.  R.  16  ;  Cro.  Eliz.  684  ;  Scaton  v.  Cordvay,  Wright  101 ; 
Mckee  v.  Ingalls,  4  Scam.  30.  The  word  "  swindle"  is  not 
actionable  per  se. — Chase  v.  Whitlock,  3  Hill  139  ;  Stevenson 
V.  Hayden,  2  Mass.  406. 

An  allegation  that  certain  persons  who  are  named,  and  divers 
other  persons,  would  otherwise  have  employed  plaintiff,  is  not 
sufficient  to  authorize  proof  of  special  damage  by  others  than 
those  who  are  named. — Johnson  v.  Robertson  and  Wife,  8 
Por.  486. 

Special  damage,  to  sustain  an  action  of  slander,  must  be  the 
legal  and  natural  consequence  of  the  slander. — Vicars  v«  WiU 
cocks,  8  East  3. 

To  maintain  an  action  for  words  spoken,  on  the  ground  that 
they  were  injurious  to  the  plaintiff  in  his  business  or  occupation, 
the  words  must  relate  to  his  business  character,  and  must  impute 
to  him  misconduct  in  that  character ;  and  it  is  not  sufficient  that 
the  words  are  imputations  on  his  morality,  temper,  or  conduct 
generally,  which  would  be  injurious  to  him  whatever  was  his 
pursuit. — Inland  v.  McGavish,  1  Saund.  S.  C  R.  155- 

JoHir  T.  Morgan,  contra^  in  support  of  the  declaration, 
cited  the  following  cases :  Buvtch  v.  Nickerson,  17  Johns.  217 ; 
Lindsay  v.  Smith,  7  i6.  360  ;  Johnson  v.  Robertson  and  Wife, 
8  Por.  486  ;  Sel.  N.  P.  (2  vol.)  1273-5. 

CHILTON,  C.  J. — We  may  concede,  that  the  words  alleged 
as  slanderous  are  not  actionable,  as  imputing  a  criminal  charge ; 
but  then  the  question  comes  up.  Are  they  not  actionable,  per 
sty  when  connected  by  the  colloquium  and  innuendo  with  the  busi- 
ness or  trade  of  the  plaintiff  as  clerk  1  We  have  looked  into 
the  cases  upon  the  subject  with  much  care,  and,  although  our 
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first  impression  was  the  other  way,  we  are  satisfied  that  the 
declaration  is  good.  It  is  averred,  that  the  words  were  spoken 
of  and  concerning  the  plaintifi*  and  his  conduct  as  clerk,  with 
intent  to  injure  him  in  his  said  calling  or  trade.  The  words 
charge  the  plaintiff  with  plotting  the  ruin  of  one  of  his  employ- 
erSy  in  blowing  up  him  and  the  concern  with  which  he  was  con- 
nected as  clerk. 

That  such  an  act  of  perfidy  and  mischievous  scheming  was 
calculated  to  injure  him  in  his  employment  and  calling,  if  it 
was  true  that  he  was  guilty,  there  can  be  no  question ;  and  we 
think  the  authorities  fully  sustain  the  action. 

In  Johnson  v.  Robertson  and  Wife,  8  Porter  486,  it  was  held, 
that  to  say  of  a  physician  "  he  has  killed  the  child  by  giving  it 
too  much  calomel,"  is  actionable,  without  an  averment  of  special 
damage. 

In  Ostrom  v.  Calkins,  5  Wendell  263,  the  following  words 
were  spoken  of  a  distiller,  who  purchased  grain  on  a  credit  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  his  business:  ^' There  is  a  time 
when  men  will  fail,  who  must  fail,  and  Ostrom's  time  has  come  :" 
held  that  these  words,  connected  with  the  circumstances,  were 
actionable.  Parker,  C.  J.,  said,  '^  that  words  are  actionable, 
which  directly  tend  to  the  prejudice  of  any  one  in  his  office, 
profession,  trade  or  business,  in  any  lawful  employment  by 
which  he  may  gain  his  livelihood." 

The  authorities  generally  concur  in  upholding  this  action,  in 
three  classes  of  cases  which  injuriously  reflect  upon  the  trade, 
profession  or  business  of  an  individual,  namely  :  1st,  when  the 
words  charge  the  person  with  a  want  of  fidelity  in  his  trade  or 
profession  generally  ;  2nd,  where  they  charge  such  person  with 
dishonesty,  corruption,  or  want  of  integrity,  io  a  particular 
case ;  and,  3d,  where  the  words  impute  ignorance,  or  want  of 
skill  and  capacity,  in  general  terms. — 8  John.  66,  arguendo^  and 
oases  cited. 

In  Mott  V.  Comstock,  7  Cowen's  R.  654,  in  speaking  of  the 
plaintiff's  circumstances  as  a  merchant,  and  of  a  debt  due  by 
him  to  one  Harris,  the  defendant  said :  '^  There  is  poor  Harris  ; 
it  is  hard  for  him  to  lose  his  debt ;"  innuendo j  that  the  plaintiff 
was  insolvent,  and  Harris  would  lose  his  debt  in  consequence  of 
such  insolvency :  Heldy  that  these  words  were  actionable. 

So,  also,  in  Sewall  v.  Catlin,  3  Wend.,  a  witness  inquired  of 
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the  defendant  '*  If  there  were  any  failures  yesterday  ;'*  to 
vhioh  he  replied,  ^*  Not  that  I  know  of ;  but  I  understand  there 
is  trouble  with  the  Messrs.  Sewalls  :"  Held^  that  these  words, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  interrogatory  to  which  they  were  a 
response,  and  the  further  fact  that  the  Messrs.  Sewalls  were 
merchants,  implied  that  they  were  embarrassed  in  their  pecuni- 
ary matters  and  would  probably  fail,  and  were  consequently 
actionable.  Starkie  on  Slander  117 ;  6  John.  476 ;  and  17  ib. 
218,  were  cited.  To  say  of  a  blacksmith  ^^  he  keeps  false 
books,  and  I  can  prove  it,"  is  actionable,  without  special  damage 
being  ayerred.-)*7  John.  217,  Burtch  v.  Nickerson.  In  Seaman 
y.  Bigg.  Cro.  Car.  480,  the  words  spoken  of  a  servant  ^'  he  is 
a  coaening  knave,  and  has  cheated  his  master  of  barley,"  were 
held  actionable. 

So,  also,  in  Thomas  v.  JacksoUf  3  Bing.  104,  to  say  of  one 
who  carries  on  the  business  of  com  vendor,  ^'  You  are  a  rogue, 
and  a  swindling  rascal.  You  delivered  me  a  100  bushels  of  oats 
worse  by  6d.  a  bushel  than  I  bargained  for,"  was  held  actiona- 
ble, without  proof  of  special  damage;  and  Best,  C.  J.,  said, 
^^  that  such  would  be  the  case  with  any  words  which  imputed  to 
a  man  fraudulent  conduct  in  the  business  whereby  he  gained  his 
bread."  See,  also,  Bryant  v.  Lexton,  11  Moore's  R.  844  ; 
Onslow  v.  Home,  8  Wils.  186. 

The  case  of  Lumley  v.  AUday  (1  Term  R.  217,  228)  was  an 
action  brought  by  a  clerk  of  an  incorporated  company ;  and  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  goes  fully  into  the  doctrine,  and  the  princi- 
ple is  recognized  as  sound,  that  words  spoken  of  persons  touch- 
bg  their  respective  professions,  trades  or  business,  and  which 
naturally  tend  to  their  damage,  are  actionable.  In  this  case,  the 
court  qualify  the  principle  as  asserted  in  Onslow  v.  Home,  supray 
that  it  is  sufficient  if  the  words  probably  tend  to  the  plaintiff's 
damage.    In  the  latter  case,  special  damage  must  be  averred. 

These  authorities,  without  adding  further  citations,  are  suffi- 
cient to  show,  that  the  declaration  in  the  case  before  us  is  good. 
The  charge  of  plotting  to  blow  up  the  business  or  concern,  the 
interest  of  which  he  was  employed  as  clerk  to  sustain  and  ad- 
vance, involves  an  imputation  of  dishonesty,  perfidy  and  dere- 
liction of  his  duty  as  clerk,  which  is  directly  and  necessarily 
injurious,  if  believed,  and,  according  to  all  the  better  authori- 
ties, is  actionable,  without  special  damage  being  averred. 
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That  Ibe  words  were  spoken  in  the  present  time>  constUuteB 
no  objection  in  cases  of  this  character,  but  only  when  a  crimi- 
Dal  cK^rge  is  made.  They  would  then  show  that  the  crime  wss- 
Dot  consummated,  and  its  commission  could  not  be  imputed  by 
Die  words  thus  used. 

This  view  renders  it  unnecessary  for  us  to  examine  the  other 
objections  raised  in  the  argument. 

Let  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 


RUMBLY  w.  STAINTON  AND  WIFE. 

L  When  elavefl  are  sent  by  a  ftither  to  his  daughter's  home  on  her  marriage, 
the  presumption  of  law  is,  that  they  are  inteuded  as  au  advancement  to  the 
husband,  and  they  became  his  property  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  laws  secur- 
ing to  married  women  their  separate  estates.  This  presumption  can  only 
be  rebotted  by  proof  of  a  different  intention,  clearly  and  disthictly  avoved 
by  the  donor  at  or  before  the  time  of  delivery ;  his  subsequent  declaratioDfi, 
unless  made  in  the  presence  of  the  donee  and  sanctioned  by  him,  arc  not 
admissible  for  any  purpose,  in  a  contest  Iwitween  the  donor  and  donee,  or 
those  claiming  under  them. 

2.  If  the  hnsband,  in  such  case,  after  the  delivery  of  the  slaves,  accepts  a  deed 
from  the  donor,  conveying  them  to  his  wife  and  the  heirs  of  her  body,  his 
marital  rights  arc  not  thereby  affected. 

3.  Evidence  held  insufTicient  to  authorize  the  reformation  of  a  deed  of  gift  to 
a  married  woman,  on  an  allegation  of  the  donor's  intention  to  exclude  the 
marital  rights  of  her  husband. 

4.  An  amended  bill,  which  is  repugnant  to  the  original  bill,  cannot  be  allowed. 
6.    A  bill  will  not  Ijc  dismissed  without  prejudice,  when  the  complainant  has 

had  ample  opportunity  to  hunt  up  his  testimony  and  prepare  his  ca-se  on  the 
merits. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Monroe. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  J.  W.  Lesesne. 

Stainton  and  wife,  and  the  former  as  administrator  of  two 
infant  brothers  of  his  wife  who  died  in  1833,  exhibited  their  bill 
in  chancery,  setting  forth  that  the  defendant,  Rumbly,  married 
Christiana  Manning  in  1827  ;  that  shortly  after  the  marriage 
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the  father  of  Mrs.  Rumbly  gave  to  her,  fot  her  own  separate 
use,  two  negro  jprl  slaves,  and  afterwards  made  to  her  a  deed 
for  them,  wbioh  read,  *^  te  her  and  her  heirs.''  This  deed  wa« 
^deHvered  to  her  then  hnsband,  the  defendant,  who  refuses  now 
to  produce  or  exhibit  it»  and  claims  and  holds  the  slaves  as  his 
t>wn.  The  biU  further  allies,  that  the  deed  was  drawn  by  an 
eminent  lawyer,  but  that  he  mistook  the  instructions  given  idatf 
which  were  that  tiie  slaves  diould  be  secured  to  Mrs.  Rumb^ 
as  her  separate  estate.  It  further  sets  forth  the  death  of  Mrs. 
Rumbly  in  1831,  and  that  the  complainants  are  all  the  heirs  at 
law  of  Mrs.  Rumbly ;  and  prays  that  Rumbly  may  produce 
Ihe  deed,  and  that  the  same  may  be  so  reformed  as  to  make  it 
speak  die  intentions  of  the  grantor,  and  that  Rumbly  be  decreed 
to  deliver  up  to  complainants  the  slaves,  and  their  increase, 
and  to  account  for  hire,  &c. 

Rumbly,  the  defendant,  admits  the  marriage  as  charged  in 
the  bill,  and  that  tkie  complainants  are  the  only  heirs  at  law  of 
his  late  wife  ChristiaDa ;  denies  that  Manning,  his  father-in-law, 
ever  gave  the  negro  slaves  named  in  the  biU  to  his  wife  in  the 
manner  set  forth  ;  but  avers,  that  Rachel,  one  of  the  slaves 
mentioned,  waa  given  to  him  by  Mr#  Manning  on  the  monm^ 
after  bos  marriage,  and  sent  to  his  house  a  day  or  two  afterwards 
by  the  wagoner  who  brought  the  balance  of  his  wife's  chatteb 
from  her  fiEtther's  ;  that  Critty,  the  other  slave  named,  was  sent 
to  his  bouse  by  his  father-in-law,  some  time  afterwards,  unao- 
companied  by  any  words  of  gift  *,  th«t  he  has  ever  since  had 
both  slaves  in  his  possession ;  that  after  they  had  been  in  Us 
possession  for  some  time,  his  father-in-law  proposed  to  make 
him  a  deed  for  them ;  to  which  he  replied,  ^^  he  (Mr.  Manning) 
might  consult  his  own  pleasure  about  it ;"  shortly  after  this, 
Mr.  Manning  delivered  him  a  deed  for  iJiem,  which  conveyed 
them  to  his  wife  ''  and  her  heirs  ;"  he  does  not  know  what  has 
become  of  that  deed ;  he  has  souj^t  for  it,  and  cannot  find  it, 
but  thinks  he  g^ve  it  to  the  clerk  of  Monroe  County  Court,  to 
be  recorded,  and  supposes  that  it  was  burnt  when  the  clerk's 
office  of  that  county  was  afterward?  destroyed  by  fire ;  it  was  net 
acknewledged  by  Manning  or  proved  by  the  witnesses  ^  be  has 
always  held  the  slaves  as  his  own,  and  has  no  knowledge  that 
Mr.  Manning,  ever  intended  them  to  beheld  otherwise ;  denies 
thait  they  were^  or  were  ever  intend^  b^  the  dopor  to  bci  the 
46 
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lieparate  estate  of  his  wife ;  does  not  claim  alone  nnder  the 
deed,  but  nnder  the  parol  gift  formerly  made  which  was  in  con- 
formity with  the  deed  of  gift,  in  legal  effect. 

An  amended  bill  was  filed  by  Stainton  and  wife  alone,  with- 
out uniting  the  interests  of  the  deceased  infants,  and  to  which 
they  are  not  parties ;  in  which  it  is  alleged,  that  the  slave 
Critty  was  given  by  Manning  to  Mrs.  Stainton,  before  the  deed 
was  made  to  the  defendant,  and  it  is  prayed  that,  as  to  said 
slave,  the  defendant  be  decreed  to  deliver  her  up,  with  her  in- 
crease and  hire,  to  Stainton,  for  the  use  of  his  wife.  The  an- 
swer to  this  bill  denies  its  allegations,  and  concludes  with  a 
demurrer  for  want  of  equity,  as  the  complainants  had  a  plain 
remedy  at  law.  It  does  not  appear  in  the  record  that  this 
demurrer  was  ever  acted  on  by  the  court. 

The  proof,  so  far  as  it  is  deemed  material,  is  noted  in  the 
opinion  of  the  court.  The  Chancellor  granted  the  relief  sought 
by  the  bill,  and  his  decree  is  now  assigned  for  error. 

R.  G.  ToRiiEY,  for  the  appellant,  contended  that  the  evidence 
was  uncertain,  contradictory,  and  insufficient  to  authorize  the 
reformation  of  the  deed,  or  the  granting  of  the  relief  sought  by 
the  bill.  He  cited  Bethea  v.  McCall,  5  Ala.  311 ;  Miller  ▼. 
Eatman,  11  ib.  613 ;  Barnett  v.  Br.  Bk.  at  Mobile,  22  t&.  642  ; 
Oayle  v.  Hudson,  10  t*.  128  ;  Olds  v.  Powell,  9  t6.  865  ;  1 
Story's  Equity,  pp.  164,  165,  §  §  152, 153 ;  Inge  v.  Murphy, 
10  Ala.  885  ;  Betts  v.  Betts,  18  ib.  7S7  ;  Williams  v.  MauU, 
20  ib.  721. 

S.  J.  CuMMiNo,  controj  in  support  of  the  decree,  contended : 
i.  That  a  court  of  chancery  has  power  to  decree  the  reforma- 
tion of  a  deed — Stone  v.  Hale,  17  Ala.  657  ;  Whitehead  v. 
Brown,  18  Ala.  682. 

2.  That  the  delivery  of  the  negroes  by  Manning  to  Rumbly 
was  a  mere  loan,  as  shown  by  the  testimony,  and  that  the  title 
remained  in  the  donor  up  to  the  making  of  the  deed. — Olds  v. 
Powell,  9  Ala.  861  ;  7  ii.  652  ;  Miller  v.  Eatman,  11  ij.  609 ; 
Williams  v.  MauU,  20  ib.  729  ;  Burnett  v.  Br.  Bk.  at  Mobile, 
22  ib.  642. 

8.  That  the  proof  of  mistake  in  drawing  the  deed  was  suffi- 
cient to  authorize  its  reformation.-^-Stone  v.  Hale,  17  Ala.  557  j 
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Wbilekeftd  ▼«   Browo,  18  Ala.  682;    Betto  t.  BeHsy  1$ 
Ala.  5r87. 

4.  That,  admitting  the  prerimis  d^rery  of  the  nUrm  to 
Ramblj,  his  aeeeptance  of  the  deed  was  a  waiver  of  hit  prior 
rights,  and  was  equivalent  to  his  eonsent  to  hold  the  sfawet  «»* 
der  the  deed.— Inge  v.  Murphy,  10  Ak.  lUp.  804;  FUkNi% 
Wadsworth  &  Co.  v.  Tann,  9  ib.  1008. 
*  5.  If  the  court  should  think  pTx>per  to  reverso  the  flfwwri^ 
he  requested  that  the  reversal  might  be  without  prqodierlD 
any  future  suit  at  law  or  in  equity. 

f  :  'ir 

LIOON,  J.~It  is  legally  impossible,  ou  the  ploidiogs  mi 
proof  in  this  case,  to  sustain  the  decree'of  the  Chaneeller. 

Hie  only  equity  in  the  original  bill  is  to  be  fioond  in  tkoee 
allegations  which  relate  to  the  mistake  in^rawing  the  deed  from 
Manning,  the  father-in-law,  to  Rumbly,  for  the  slaves  hi  eon* 
troversy ;  and  the  proof  does  not  make  out  these  all^tions  wMi 
that  clearness  which  is  required  before  a  court  of  equity  will 
touch  the  solemn  deed  of  a  party,  and  make  it  speak  a  diiSamit 
language  from  that  employed  on  its  face. 

The  proof  in  this  case,  in  rdation  to  the  gift  of  die  ikvee, 
ts  confused  and  oontradietory ;  and  the  same  may  be  said  «f 
that  which  relates  to  the  making  of  the  deed  now  Boa^  to  be 
reformed. 

On  the  first  pomt,  Julia  Mamsing  swears,  that  she  fret/ntmHij 
heard  Manning  (the  donor)  say,  diat  he  never  intraded  to  give 
Rumbly  any  of  his  property  so  that  he  could  speiid  it^bsit 
Intended  what  he  gave  for  the  use  of  his  daughter  and  the  hehrs 
of  her  body ;  these  intentions  were  so  expressed  both  before 
and  after  Rumbly 's  maniage ;  that  Rachel  was  given  to  his 
daughter,  and  Cnttj  to  Mrs.  Stainton,  his  granddaughtir,  at 
she  heard  the  donor  say ;  she  was  not  present  when  Rachd  wias 
given,  but  it  was  immediately  after  Rumbly's  marriage,  and 
Critty  was  not  given  until  after  the  birth  of  Mrs.  Staiaton^ 

A.  B.  Manning  deposes,  that  the  donor  was  his  fiither,  aad 
after  the  marriage  of  Rumbly  his  father  loaned  the  ghrl  Raehd 
to  Mrs.  Rumbly,  as  he  heard  hjs  father  eay.  He  also  heard 
liim  say,  that  he  would  not  give  his  sons-in-law  any  thing ;  that 
he  intended  toeecure4t  to  his  daughters  during  tbeir  lives,  and 
to'thor  eluldren  at  their  deaths  Rachel  ws|i^iii^  ftni]d4ir'<* 
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fjiiiMMim  immtditlely  on  hU  Otfirniige,  tod  CriUy  i^tav  the 
birth  of  Mrs.  Stainton;  both  slaves  were  in  poemviop  tf 
UmMs  ani  wife  before  the  d^ed  wa»4ra«nu 

filiM  lUiridjt  a  daughter  ef  deoor,  heaffd  hor  father  MV,he 
:MBld Ml ginre  lie  amk^iftrlaw  aoy  things  b«  waa io  the  habi* 
tdiltmmg  ittufea  tohia  snavried  davghtera. 

John  Emmons  provea,  that  Mtimwug  gwe  two  dii»?W  to 
JflnMy^iinaeiihia  maniage,and  tke  e4herseiBe  timsafter- 
«anh^ «ft4ha daaor  himself  infamed  witMBS}  thel the  $k>fm 
were  named  Rachel  and  Cti^tj ;  witneea  kB9W  the  demw  welly 
and  was  on  very  intimate  terms  with  him ;  Rombly  had  the 
iahratini^QnesMin^  witaeea  lumr  heard  ef  any  sepanto  tatale 
Inhiawifeii 

.    Am  Padset  pvoifes,  that  he  liv^  in  the  neiglbbeihood  of  the 
MdBnsiUy  Ofoe  181^  and  knew  boA;  RewUy  kv 
t  of  the  sbiM  daring  that  tiBi%  wii^  them  «4  his 


•■  Wm^iUnijifta  giwwisMofdoMr,  andUvedwithhimwbtn 
WmMf  WM awrri«d»  and  froio  that  ti^e  ontU  hia  death;  l»e 
provea  that  the  negroes  were  delivored  to  Rimb^»  or 
JtaMhlyaiidwifia»  by  Us  gnMiGatfer;  he^Yetheteaiethat 
veaensdlMiiealaefMrB.  BnmblyfiraRi  her  MmH^  ^  her 
.hubaidt^howai. 

Thas  it  appears,  that  the  witnesses,  who  attempt  t»  Am 
.|U*^  tM'gift  td  BonUy^  en  hia  namage,  ef  the  elMre  lUiohel, 
nfffi  aotabieilnreia  ita  tenas,  oon&ef  theia»  99mk  of  whdt 
eiepnred a4  thstimeof  Aa deUvevy,  bat testii(y ef  leose^ geMfal 
deeiavatkBaefui^iBlieftniadeby  theA^er^iAtoaoji  hMitaBeos 
laAet  tie*  slavsft  had  gone  loteRitmb^poeeefleioKh  aadait  no 
tinMuwhee,b«waa: present.  Oppoasito^thiakthe:faet«a4nMt- 
.  ^br  Mi»  dHA  tho  pri  Raehat  wee  deli^eced  to  BmWy  h^ 
4lata^  aftev  his  Mumee^  sad  met  efterwittdt  wtcKS^taieed 
aed  baUk  h|p  him.  aSi  hie  own. 

Ifr  aeoh  eaaes^  the  law  presmma  tA^fc  the  |^fecty»  thee  aeet 
haipete  the  daagbteiri  V^  the  ladier>  ie  ae  advaeeWMt  to  the 
healaad)  and^aethe  bnr  atood  in  U2fl,  wheetUa  deUvwiy 
waxaeie,  abbeeane  tkaprepiev^  of  ifaa  h«flbea<^  a«t  the 
kof  the  dmuur  eves  it  eeaied^  so  aeon  as  th^  fift  ma 
^^A&)te^.£a(tiMn>UAb«<n&  ^Chis 
^tisDiOHien^bfteebnttidb^  fieof  o£e< 
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tioD,  eleftrly  and  diatioctlj  avowed  bj  ftU  doMT,  a^  tha  UmB 
fk^  properqr  it  deUyered,  or  the  tenaa  af  tbe  gift  dactoad 
l^^ore  tba  delivery  takea  plaoa. — ^Millar  v.  £aliiiaii»  sufmmi 
Bovoaitv.  Br.  Bk.  at  MobUa,  22  Ala.  642.  The  after  daaki- 
ratiopa  of  intantioD,  oa  the  part  of  the  dcttoV)  nakea  aaadaia  Iha 
preaeBee  oi  the  donee,  aad  aaactioned  by  him,  are  qot  adftta- 
aibla,  for  aay  purpose,  ia  a  cooteat  between  the  doaer  and 
donee,  or  thoee  ohiiioiDg  under  them.*-01da  v.  PanaV,  9  A4iw 
864.  Apply  theee  rulea  to  the  oaae  before  na,  bo  iar  aa  it  valaillli 
to  the  girl  Raohel ;  and  it  ia  perfectly  dear,  that  the  aaaiJMJ 
ri^ta  ef  Rimbly  attached  fully  to  her,  kttg  beftHre  any  diid 
waa  prigected  or  made  by  Mannings  the  denor- 

Bttt  it  is  said,  that  he  (Rnaibly)  wai¥ed  any  vighi  ha  a^llit 
have  had  to  the  slares,  by  virtoa  of  tba  original  glf^  by  aacapth 
lag  the  deed.  Suppose  thia  were  true,  and  that  the  daedhandad 
him  by  Manning  waa  to  be  looked  to,  as  tha  sola  evidaMakaf  bia 
title,  and  the  ^ponent  of  the  donor's  intentieaa  aa  ta  both  tha 
alavea.  Rumbly 's  interest  would  be  tha  aaa»e,  Ti««,  an  abadnta 
property  in  them.  So  that,  whakhar  hia  title  ia  asadc  Mt^  by 
the  proof  of  tha  gift  by  par<^  accaaapaniad  with  hiit  pqaaMlion 
under  it>or  by  the  dead  deliYtred  to  Uaa  by  hiafalbsr-i»»laUQ) 
Ua  sight  ie  tf^  eame ;  a«d  the  want  of  intaiwi  ila  tha  aampWi^ 
aftta  ia  aa  well  eatab^ahed  in  the  one  case  aa  ttia  Ql3|ar«  f^ 
the  deed,  by  the  admission  of  all  parties,  vaitod  tha  pvopar^c^ 
by  lis  tennsy  in  Mrs.  BnmUy  and  her  haiiWy  er  ^  boiiwcl bar 
body^  and  in  such  ease  tha  hmband'a  aMkritel  tigbtu  w^uM 
taanediately  attach. 

2.  The  eampteiaasts,  however,  seek  ta  refoim  the  daid,  «pa» 
the  ground  that  its  terms  did  not  oon&fin  to  tba  imtmetfiwe 
giren  to  tha  draftsman,  or  tha  intentionaaf  tb4  danar  «»  deafeired 
tor  Ua  agent  at  tfia  time  he  waa  ant  to  the  attorai|r  tahimtlia 
deed  drawn.  On  thia  subjaet  the  proof  ia  by  namaaneliee 
firom  cosdUet.  The  son  ef  the  donor,  who  Went  ta  Maeiiw> 
Oaopar  and  Paraoai,  to  haw  the  deed  drarnn,  0091%  that  the 
instvuetiona  which  ha  aarried  were  for  a  deed  to  snove  Id  Ate 
Bnmbly  a  separate  esUte  in  the  daaaa.  Whila  tha  gnmkM 
^  ibfb  donor  aaya^  ha  draw  up  a  deed  fiw  M^  Manning  n  few 
monlba  bafisre  hia  daadh,  glTing  thasa  alaTea  to  Jlira.  Jkim% 
Md  AfT  cMJdran,  and  aftarwaada  another  deed  waa  draw»  by  # 
lawyer,  gWng  the  n^geoaa<oAtrMdiaira(  that  Mr »  M«H^ 
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#ietatod  to  witness  how  be  wanted  the  deed  drawn,  and  witness 
^mif0kB  it  down,  and  it  was  taken  to  the  lawyers  (Cooper  &  Par- 
?B6n%)j  who  drew  up  the  deed  from  these  instructions  ;  he  never 
beard  the  donor  say  any  thing  about  giving  the  property  m 
such  a  way  that  Rumbly  could  not  control  it,  or  to  exclude  biff 
rights.  This  witness  lived  constantly  with  the  donor  before  the 
tnarriage  of  Rumbly,  and  up  to  the  period  of  the  death  of  Mau- 
Bing.  His  opportunities  of  knowing  the  intentions  of  his  grand* 
father  were  evidently  as  good  as,  if  not  better  than,  those  of  any 
other  person  who  has  been  examined ;  and,  when  we  reflect  that 
what  he  says  is  entirely  consistent  with  the  unrestricted  gift  of 
the  slaves  in  the  first  instance,  as  proved  by  several  witnesses, 
nod  with  the  terms  of  the  deed  afterwards  signed  and  delivered 
by  the  donor  (who  had  read  and  sanctioned  it,  before  he  signed 
It),  It  is  difficult,  if  not  impracticable,  for  an  unprejudiced  mind 
to  resist  the  conclusion,  that  it  is  the  true  history  of  the  trana- 
aetion.  We  do  not  think  the  proof  of  intentions  of  the  donor, 
diflfering  from  those  expressed  in  the  deed,  sufficiently  clear  and 
Certain  to  aotborice  us  in  decreeing  a  reformation  of  it. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  Rumbly's  right  to* 
tile  Mavea  ia  controversy  was  absolute  and  complete  under  the 
terbal  gift  and  delivery  of  them  to  him,  by  his  Sttther-in-law 
(Manning),  before  the  deed  was  made ;  and  in  accepting  a  dead 
mkieh  conveyed  tbem  to  his  wife  and  her  heirs,  he  cannot  he 
held,  as  the  Chancellor  supposes,  to  have  agreed  to  hold  them 
1>y  a  different  tenure  than  that  expressed  on  the  faee  of  the 
deed ;  nor  can  he  be  brought  in  bubjection  to  any  secret  trust 
which  was  not  made  known  to  him  at  the  time  die  deed  wa» 
delivered^  and  assented  to  by  him* 

The  amended  bill  does  not  seem  to  have  comuBanded  the 
Attention  of  the  court  below,  nor  is  it  necessary  to  be  noted  her^ 
except  to  say,  that  it  is  repugnant  to  the  original  bill,  and  tat 
'this  reason  should  not  have  been  alk>wed  to  be  filed  as  an  ameDd-* 
ment.  As  an  original  bill,  it  is  without  equity,  as  in  the  oasc 
nade  by  it  the  remedy  is  at  law.^— McCuIIoogh  and  Wife  ▼• 
Walker  and  Wife,  20  Ala*  889. 

The  decrets  of  the  Chancellor,  reforming  the  deed  and  direct- 
ihg  an  aocount,  is  erroneous,  and  must,  therefore,  be  reversed. 
A  deeree  must  be  here  rendered  dismissing  the  bill,  at  the  cost 
«f  tke  appelleeii  both  m  this  eoort  and  the  court  below. 
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It  has  been  requested  by  the  solicitor  for  appellees,  that  ia 
the  event  the  court  should  conclude  to  reverse  the  decree^  and 
dismiss  the  bill,  such  dismissal  should  be  without  prejudice. 
There  is  no  special  reason  in  the  record  to  justify  such  a  course, 
but  much,  very  much,  to  forbid  it,  and  none  is  given  outside  of 
the  record.  There  must  be  a  time  for  litigation  to  end ;  and 
when  the  parties  have  had  every  opportunity  to  hunt  up  their 
testimony,  and  prepare  their  cases  on  the  merits,  as  seems  to 
have  been  the  case  here,  we  are  not  inclined  to  indulge  a  spirit 
of  useless  and  vexatious  litigation,  which,  from  all  tiiat  appears 
here,  would  be  the  result  in  this  case. 
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h  Slaves  cannot  contract  marria^,  nor  does  their  oobabitation  ooaftr  any 
legal  rights  on  their  children. 

2.  The  property  of  a  free  negro,  who  dies  intestate,  escheats  to  the  State,  Ttkm 
there  are  no  persons  who  can  claim  as  heirs-at-law[;  and  if  the  State,  by  act 
of  the  Legislature,  afterwards  relinquishes  all  its  rights  to  the  intestate's 
children,  bom  of  two  female  slaves  with  whom  he  cohabited,  neither  set  of 
children  is  in  a  condition  to  insist  on  the  necessity  of  an  inquisitioa  to  TMt 
title  in  the  State. 

3.  Slaves  which  have  escheated  to  the  State  may  be  emancipated  by  an  act  of 
the  Legislature,  and  the  validity  of  the  act  can  only  be  questioned  by  one 
who  shows  a  right  of  property  in  himself 

4.  An  adndnistrator  is  not  chargeable  with  a  beqoMt  made  to  the  Inteitate  ia 
his  life-time,  when  the  knowledge  of  it  is  not  brought  home  to  him. 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Probate  of  Dallas. 

In  the  matter  of  the  final  settlement  of  the  estate  of  Tom^ 
a  free  negro,  by  Garland  F*  Gardner,  his  administrator.  The 
following  facts  are  shown  by  the  record : 

The  intestate  belonged  to  Baxter  Smith,  who  died  in  Dallas 
County,  in  1828,  leaving  a  last  will  and  testament,  in  which  he 
directed  his  executors  to  emancipate  said  Tom  and  a  woman 
named  Charitji  with  whom  said  Tom  bad  cobabitedf  and  by 
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whom  he  had  two  children,  Malinda  and  Sarah,  the  appellants. 
After  the  death  of  said  Baxter  Smith,  an  act  was  passed  by  the 
Legislatnre  of  this  State j  approved  December  24, 1828,  au- 
thorizing his  executor  to  emancipate  said  Tom  and  Charity, 
and  their  children,  upon  entering  into  bond  conditioned  that 
they  should  not  become  a  charge  to  the  State,  nor  to  any  counly, 
town  or  city  therein  ;  and  under  this  act  the  executor  gave  the 
bond  required,  and  emancipated  the  slaves.    Before  the  death 
6f  said  Baxter  Smith  Tom  had   ceased  cohabiting  with  said 
Charity,  and  had  formed  another  connection  with  a  woman  of 
the  same  name,  who  was  also  a  slave,  and  whom  he  purchased 
after  his  emancipation ;  with  this  woman  he  continued  to  co- 
habit until  his  death,  and  had  three  children  by  her,  viz.,  Organ, 
Miles  and  Rebecca. 

Tom  having  died  in  1860,  letters  of  administration  on  hia 
estate  were  granted  to  said  Gardner  in  June,  1850.  An  act  of 
the  Legislature  was  passed,  January  12,  1852,  emancipating 
the  ^^negro  slaves  belunging  to  the  estate  of  said  Tom,  to-wit : 
Charity,  his  widow,  and  Malinda,  Sarah,  Organ,  Miles,  and 
Rebecoa,  his  children,"  upon  their  removal  from  the  State  with- 
in two  years  after  the  passage  of  the  act ;  relinquishing  all  the 
rights  which  had  accrued  to  the  State,  by  escheat,  in  the  prop- 
erty of  said  Tom  ;  and  enacting  that,  upon  the  said  Grardner's 
executing  a  bond  for  the  removal  of  said  n^roes  from  the  State, 
*^  then  the  said  Charity,  Malinda,  Sarah,  Organ,  Miles,  and 
Rebecca  shall  be  qualified,  in  law,  to  take  and  inherit  the  estate, 
real  and  personal,  of  the  said  Tom,  in  such  portions  as  it  would 
descend  to  them  by  the  statute  of  distributions. — Pamp-  Acts 
1861-2,  p.  486.  The  said  Gardner  executed  the  bond  required 
by  this  act.  Upon  this  evidence,  the  court  decided,  that  said 
Malinda,  Sarah,  Miles,  Organ  and  Rebecca,  were  entitled  to 
share  equally,  as  distributees,  in  the  estate  of  said  Tom ;  and 
to  this  ruling  of  the  court,  the  said  Malinda  and  Sarah  ex- 
cepted. 

On  the  settlement  of  the  administrator's  accounts,  the  dis- 
tributees sought  to  charge  hun  with  the  amount  of  a  legacy  of 
$500,  bequeathed  to  said  Tom  by  one  Bartholomew  Smith, 
whoso  will  was  admitted  to  probate  in  October,  1847*  The 
only  evidence  introduced  in  support  of  this  charge,  was  '*  the 
record  of  the  flnal  settlement  of  the  estate  of  sftid  Bartholo* 
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merf  Smith,  and  the  decrees  rendered  therein  ;  bj  which/'  as 
the  bill  of  exceptions  states,  '^  there  was  nothing  to  Agw  thai 
said  legacy,  or  any  part  thereof,  had  been  paid  to  said  Tom.** 
The  court  refused  to  charge  the  administrator  with  the  amoant 
of  this  legacy,  and  the  appellants  excepted.  These  two  rulings 
of  the  court  are  now  assigned  for  error. 

OscmaE  W.  Gatle,  for  the  appellant : 

1.  The  Probate  Court  should  have  charged  the  adminietratcnr 
with  the  legacy  of  $500,  because  it  was  not  barred,  and  be  toAd 
have  collected  it. — Daffee  v.  Buchanan,  8  Ala.  27. 

2.  Malinda  and  Sarah  are  the  only  heirs  of  Tom,  and  etlti-* 
tied  to  his  estate :  Ist,  because  they  took  inheritable  blood  by 
their  emancipation  in  1828.  Tom  and  their  mother,  were  man 
and  wife,  in  slavery,  so  far  as  natural  law  and  moral  obligation 
oould  make  them  so.  The  relation  between  them  as  man  and 
wife,  even  in  that  humble  condition,  was  not  against  law.  They 
were  not  fornicators,  nor  guilty  of  adultery,  but  were  husband 
and  wife,  (2e/ac^t>,  and  bound  by  moral  obligation,  recognized 
by  law.— State  v.  Smith,  9  Ala.  990.  Emerging  from  slavciry 
by  the  act  of  1828,  they  find  themselves  in  freedom,  as  kos^Mid 
and  wife  and  children,  and  live  in  this  way  for  awhile  after 
emancipation.  They  are  man  and  wife  and  children,  then,  after 
emancipation.— State  v.  Murphy,  6  Ala.  767  ;  Wall  v,  Wil- 
liamson, 8  Ala.  48.  2nd.  Because  the  act  of  1852  gives  them 
inheritable  blood  again— Act  of  1852.  These  are  the  pirooft 
of  the  right  of  inheritance  of  Malinda  and  Sarah,  alone. 

8.  Organ,  Miles  and  Bebecca  are  not  heirs  of  free  Tom : 
lit,  because  they  were  the  slaves  of  Tom,  and  have  never 
been  emancipated. — Act  of  1852.  2nd.  Because,  being  slaves, 
they  could  not  take  inheritable  blood  under  the  act  of  185S» 
8.  Because,  if  the  act  of  1852  frees  them,  the  Legislature  had 
no  right  to  pass  it. — Con.  of  Ala.  title  *^  slaves."  4.  Because, 
being  Blaves,  the  Legislature  could  make  no  gift  to  them,  either 
of  emancipation  or  right  of  inheritance.  Such  a  gift  would  inure 
to  the  benefit  of  the  owner  of  the  slaves.— Brandon  v.  Bank^ 
1  Stewart^s  R<  820;  Coleman  v.  Allston.  7  Ala.  795  5  Calf- 
roll  V.  Brumby,  18  tJ.  102. 

1.  In  reply  :  It  is  said,  that  by  the  death  of  Tom  his  prop* 
ertj  escheated  to  the  State,  and,  having  escheated,  the  State 
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had  the  right  to  do  with  it  as  it  pleased,  and  therefore  had  the 
right  to  give  it  ia  part  to  '^  Miles,  Organ  and  Rebecca."  This 
argument  is  met  thus  :  Ist,  the  act  of  1852  does  not  free  them, 
and  while  slaves  they  can  take  nothing.  2nd.  There  were  heirs 
of  Tom  (Malinda  and  Sarah),  and  thej  were  their  slaves. 
Malinda  and  Sarah  were  given  inheritable  blood  by  the  act  of 
1852,  even  if  they  did  not  have  it  before.  This  act,  to  this 
extent,  was  legal.  8.  Tom's  estate  had  not  escheated^  and  the 
State  had  no  control  over  it.  There  had  been  no  inquiry  as  to 
heirs,  as  directed  by  law. — ^Clay's  Digest.  That  there  was  no 
inquiry,  is  evident  from  the  language  of  the  act  of  1852^  which 
relinquishes  all  such  property  as  has  or  may  escheat.  If  there 
was  an  escheat,  the  property  must  be  disposed  of  as  the  statute 
directs.— 2  Brev.  81 ;  18  Ala.  565.  4th.  If  there  was  an 
escheat,  the  relinquishment  was  not  to  "  Miles,  Organ  and 
Rebecca" — slaves — but  to  the  children  of  Tom  previously 
emancipated.  The  relinquishment  is  in  the  first  section  of  the 
aet,  and  is  to  no  one  in  particular,  but  must  be  to  such  as  are 
morally  entitled  to  it  as  free  people.  5«  But  there  was  no 
escheat ;  and  the  question  is,  had  the  Legislature  the  right  to 
emaaoipate  ^^  Miles,  Organ  and  Rebecca,"  if  they  did  so  by  the 
act  of  1852. 

Wm,  M.  Murphy,  contra  : 

1.  Upon  the  death  of  Tom,  there  was  no  person  capable  of 
inheriting  his  estate*  Organ,  Miles,  and  Rebecca  could  not 
inherit,  as  they  were  slaves ;  Malinda  and  Sarah  could  not  in- 
herit)  as  they  were  children  born  in  slavery,  and  not  the  issue 
of  lawful  wedlock.  The  marriage  of  slaves  is  a  nullity.— 
Smith  V.  The  State,  9  Ala.  990.  The  child  of  a  slave  could 
not  inherit  at  common  law. — Jackson  v.  Lerry,  5  Cowen  897* 
Nor  could  they  inherit  by  the  civil  law.— See  cases  cited  in  6 
Cowen  on  page  402 ;  Taylor's  Elements  of  the  Civil  Law  429; 
Cooper's  Just.  411,  420. 

2-  The  act  of  emancipation  did  not  legitimate  the  issue,  or 
legalize  the  cohabitation  of  Tom  and  Charity  (No.  1)  :  Ist, 
because  Tom  ant}  Charity  (No.  1)  were  not  cohabiting  togeth- 
er at  the  death  of  their  owner  ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  Tom  was 
oohabiting  with  Charity  (No.  2)  as  his  wife,  and  continued  with 
her  to  the  time  of  his  death ;  2ad»  because  the  act  of  ema&oi« 
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MftllAcUi  and  Bank  t.  Oftnltt«r  et  •!. 

pation  does  not  legitimate  the  issue ;  3rd,  because  the  aot  of 
anancipation  could  not  legalise  that  which  vas  not  in  existence ; 
4th,  because  neither  the  will,  nor  act  of  emancipation,  in  any 
way  recognize  them  as  the  children  of  Tom ;  5th,  because  the 
act  of  emancipation  is  not  retrospectiire.— 5  Cowen  397. 

8*  There  being  no  lawful  heirs  of  Tom  at  his  death  the  titU 
vested,  eo  instantij  in  the  State,  and  the  State  can  vest  the  same 
in  a  third  party,  and  no  inquest  of  office  is  requisite  in  such 
cases. — El^eridge  ▼.  Doe  ex  dem.  Malempre,  18  Ala.  675 ;  6 
Johns.  Oh.  R.  866. 

4.  Before  the  act  of  1862,  the  estate  of  Tom  vested  in  the 
State  of  Alabama  by  escheat,  i^d  by  the  act  of  1852,  the 
General  Assembly  relinquished  it  to  Cbari^  (No.  2),  the  last 
wife  of  Tom,  Malinda,  Sarah,  Organ,  Miles  and  Rebecca ;  and 
ibis  is  the  act  under  which  Sarah  and  Malinda  claim. 

5.  The  judge  of  the  Probate  Court  decreed  the  distribution 
aocordtng  to  the  act  of  1852 ;  which  provides,  that  ^^  Charity^ 
Malinda,  Sarah,  Organ,  Miles  and  Rebecca  shall  be  qualified, 
in  law,  to  take  and  inherit  the  estate,  real  and  personal,  of  the 
Mid  Tom,  in  sueh  portions  as  it  would  descend  to  them  by  the 
8lfttute<tf  distributions  of  this  State.''  Charity  (No.  2)  is  the 
person  meant  in  the  act  of  1852. 

6«  It  is  contended  that  Charity,  Organ,  Miles  and  Rebecca 
are  aot  free  under  the  act  of  1862.  The  General  Assembly 
emancipated  them  by  making  them  lawful  heirs  and  distribu- 
tees. Tbe  Legislature  gave  them  their  distributable  portions  of 
tke  estate  of  Tom,  provided  they  gave  bond  with  sufficient 
■uretios  to  leave  tbe  State  within  two  years*  This  th^  have 
dene. 

7«  As  to  tbe  constitutional  objection,  this  is  not  a  contest 
with  credUors.  The  debts  of  the  estate  are  all  paid,  and  Tomh 
estate  has  escheated;  the  State  can  certainly  relinqiUsh  its  right 
ef  property. 

8«  The  administrator  was  not  chargeable  with  the  li^gaoy 
bequeathed  ta  Tom  by  Bartholomew  Smith ;  because  there  was 
no  proof  that  he  even  knew  of  it,  nor  that  Tom  had  not  collected 
it  in  bia  life-time,  nor  that  the  executor  ever  assented  to  it* 

GOLDTHWAITE,  J.— Malinda  and  Sarab  could  not  dwn 
se  b^irs  proper  of  their  father,  for  tbe  retioo  that  both  the 
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fftthor  and  siotber  were  sUvea,  aad  p^mmt  io  IM  ^ooditim  «m 
iBMfiaUe  of  coDtmeti&g  Quamtge^  beo^w^  thtU»  rriiktiM  biiiip 
wcA  it  oirtftio  dutiies  md  rigbts,  wHb  re&reiMBA  to  wbi49h  it  k 
sappooed  to  be  entered  inlo.  Sut  ti»o  datiep  »nd  rigbtfi  wbkb 
are  deemed  essential  to  this  eontraot,  saro  neeeMNrily  inooi»|»ati- 
bio  mth  the  nature  of  slavery,  as  the  o&e  caimot  be  disfsba^ped, 
Bor  the  ether  be  reeogoiaed,  without  doing  vi(4eMa  to  the  rigbts 
of  the  ovner.  In  other  words,  the  snbjeots  of  the  eontn^sts 
most  oease  to  be  skves,  before  the  ineidenWi  insepwr^ble  to  tb^ 
relation  of  marriage,  in  its  proper  sense,  can  att^eb*  TbiB  ba^ 
alwajs  beoD  the  doctrine  of  the  civil  law  (Taylor's  a  U  429 ; 
Cooper's  Jastiaiao  411,  420  ;  Faff.  B.  2,  c.  7, 4  11) ;  and  19 
Bverj  State  where  slavery  exists,  «nd  ^e  qnestioA  hM  beip 
presented,  it  has  been  so  deciddd,-*^Bypuivi  v*  Bosti^,  4  Dife. 
266 ;  Cannin^am  v.  CanmaghMBf  (km*  It  Hqt,  8S8s  SutP 
▼«  Satnael,  2  Dev.  &  BaA.  177 ;  GifOd  v.  Lewis,  $  Mart..  La. 
fiep.  659 ;  Smitb  v*  The  jSta*e,  9  Ala.  990*  T\mr^  ww^  ktr 
daed,  ankoog  slaves  a  pennitted  «9hsbitatk)0  ;«iiUf4  ofmM0i^ 
nkiim^  but  it  bro«gM  with  it  no  civil  rights*  The  9eb<ibitAliqi«, 
tberefons,  betwem  Tom  and  the  mother  <ef  Meted^  ami  SsindN 
in  a  state  of  slavery,  was  net  narriftge,  or  f^nAmop  of ; 
riage.  It  conferred  no  rights  n^on  the  eftpriogi  mi  < 
Aolfllgal  (fisabilitleB  on  the  part  of  4he  fisiihiBr  Hmrn  fonanng  » ti^d 
maniagft,  whenever  be  beoame  in  a  oonditaon  which  wo^ld  m^ 
therias.hiBLtocQDtraet  one.  But  tiie  reaord  eoBteiBS  m  ^isU 
denoe  tbsft  this  relation  existed  batwean  bimetf  and  the  mg^bir 
of  the  appellants,  at  any  time  aftsr  their  emaneipatieBs  an  Ife^ 
oootrary,  die  testimony  shows,  that  faefiora  ha  beeaaie  fret  hf 
ceased  to  cohabit  with  her,  and  formed  a  connection  with  Ghir- 
iQr,  one  of  the  f^pellsei,  which  oimtinaed  np  to  faiir  death.  As 
the  lastiroman  referred  to  was  also  a  slave,  these  eoiiU  hame 
been  oe  marriage  with  her,  and  tiia  cfaUdren  af  <lMt  innnonrisw 
had  no  inheritable  blood ;  and  the  necessary  conseqaemia  wfM 
be,  if  there  were  no  persons  who  eoald  ohnmas  hmxBMA  Tom's 
daatb,  his  property  woiAl  eaebeat  to  the  State.  The  fiMe, 
however,  by  the  act  of  12th  of  Jaanry,  18AS,  reiisMiniabflal  sA 
its  right  to  the  property,  and aonfared apeo  tbaappdlasti  aol 
certain  of  the  appellees  the  right  to  take  the  same,  which  was 
equivalent  to  surrendering  to  them  all  the  rights  whieh  it  had 
aoqnired  bjr  the  death  of  Tom  wxtfioat  faeirs}  tnd  Ibe  t)^ 
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hxkts  do  not  sUod  in  a  position  which  will  authorize  them  to 
insist  npon  an  inquisition  as  necessary  to  vest  the  title  in  the 
State ;  since,  having  no  inheritable  blood,  they  can  only  take  by 
Tirtue  of  the  relinquishment  made  by  the  State,  and  if  the  latter 
has  no  title  they  have  none. 

Neither  can  the  argument  which  has  been  urged  on  the  part 
of  the  appellants,  that  the  act  of  1852  did  not  operate  to  eman- 
dpate  Oharity  and  her  children,  Organ,  Miles,  and  Rebecca,  be 
sustained.  The  act,  in  express  terms,  emancipates  them,  and 
operates  as  a  grant  of  freedom  to  them,  subject  to  be  defeated 
by  the  non-performance  of  the  conditions  which  are  annexed, 
but  which  the  record  shows  have  been  complied  with.  It  is  true, 
that  the  constitution  prohibts  the  manumission  of  slaves  with- 
out the  consent  of  their  owners. — Con.  Tit.  Slaves.  But  in 
the  present  instance,  the  Legislature  regarded  the  slaves  as  the 
property  of  the  State,  and  in  the  capacity  of  owner  the  State 
emancipates  them.  The  validity  of  this  act  is  not  to  be  ques- 
tioned, except  by  one  who  shows  a  right  of  property  in  himself; 
and,  as  we  have  seen,  the  appellants  do  not  stand  in  that  situ- 
ation. The  court  below,  therefore,  committed  no  error,  in 
holding  that  Charity  and  her  children  were  entitled  to  take 
under  the  act  of  1852. 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  administrator 
should  have  been  charged  with  the  legacy  left  to  the  intestate  by 
the  will  of  Bartholomew  Smith.  This  will,  as  the  evidence 
shows,  wiui  admitted  to  probate  in  1847.  (Gardner,  the  appellee^ 
administered  upon  Tom's  estate  in  1850 ;  and  there  is  no  evi- 
dence whatever  that  he  knew  the  bequest  had  been  made.  That 
the  administrator  may  subject  himself  to  be  charged  with  a 
debt  due  his  intestate,  which  has  been  lost  by  his  negligence  or 
mismanagement,  is  a  clear  proposition  (Duffee  v.  Buchanan,  8 
Ala.  £7) ;  but  here  there  is  no  proof  of  either  the  one  or  the 
other.  It  certamly  could  not  be  expected  of  the  administrator, 
that  he  should  examine  every  will  which  was  probated,  in  order 
to  ascertain  whether  his  intestate  was  entitled  to  anything  under 
it.  Knowledge  of  the  beqnest  not  bemg  brought  home  to  Churd- 
ner,  we  do  not  think  he  should  be  charged  with  it» 
Judgment  affirmed. 
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ADYfiRSB  POSSESSION. 

1.  A  deed  which  is  void  as  to  third  persons  on  ftooount  of  an  adTerse 
holding,  is  nevertheless  valid  and  binding  as  between  the  parties 
theinselyes ;  and  the  fact  that  the  vendee  was  in  possession »  as  tenant 
of  the  adverse  holder,  does  not  affect  the  principle. — Abemathy  v. 
Boazman,  189 

2.  In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  covenant  of  title,  evidence  that  the  vendee 

himself  was  in  possession,  as  tenant  of  an  adverse  holder,  at  the 
time  his  deed  was  executed,  is  not  admissible  fbr  the  vendor :  the 
fact  that  both  parties  knew  of  the  adverse  holding,  and  that  there 
was  no  fraud,  does  not  relieve  the  vendor  from  the  liability  to  make 
good  his  covenant.  189 

A0ENC7. 

1.  Where  two  persons  are  employed  in  the  same  general  bnriness  by  a 
common  employer,  if  one  is  injured  by  the  negligence  of  the  other, 
the  employer  is  not  responsible  {per  tot,  eur.)  ;  but  whether  this  rule 
applies  to  owners  of  a  steamboat,  when  sued  for  the  loss  of  a  slave 
who  was  hired  as  a  deck  hand  on  the  boat,  and  whose  death  was 
caused  by  a  collision  occasioned  by  the  carelessness  of  the  captain, 
who  was  one  of  the  owners,  quere  ?  (Chief  Justice  CBiLToit  and 
Justice  LiooN  holding  the  negative,  and  Justices  Goldthwaits  and 
Phelaw  the  afEirmative.) — Cook  &  Scott  v.  Parham,  21 

2.  The  owners  of  the  boat  would  be  responsible  for  the  Ices  of  the  slave, 
if  his  death  was  the  legitimate  and  natural  consequence  of  the  eol- 
lislon,  and  the  collision  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defen- 
dants ;  and  if  his  death  was  occasioned  by  his  own  act  in  leaping 
into  the  river,  when  frightened  out  of  his  ordinary  preseno 9  of  mind 
y>y  the  excitement,  conftision  and  danger  caused  by  the  collision,  it 
would  be  the  legitimate  consequence  of  that  collision.  21 

8.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  owners  to  use  due  care  in  providing  competent 
officers  for  the  boat,  and  the  bailor  may  hold  them  responsible  for 
the  neglect  of  this  duty,  although  he  had  the  means  of  knowing  the 
officers*  characters  for  eare  and  skill  when  he  hired  his  slave  to 
'them.  21 

4.  If  the  collision  was  caused  by  the  negligence  or  fkult  of  the  pilot, 
and  the  owners  had  the  means  of  knowing  that  he  was  careless  and 
reeklessi  th^  are  responitibh.for  the.bjury.  SI 
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AGENCT—GONTINTJKD. 

6.  When  an  agent  pays  the  money  of  hie  principal  to  a  perton  who  \b 
not  authorized  to  receive  it,  the  principal  may  sue  the  reoeiyer  in 
Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received ;  but  the  bringing  of  snch  an 
action  is  a  ratification  of  the  payment,  and  discharges  the  agent 
from  all  farther  responsibility.— Van  Dyke  y.  The  State,  81 

6.  An  agent  to  sell  cannot  himself  become  the  purchaser  without  his 
principal's  consent ;  if  he  fv  surety  on  his  principal's  notes  for  the 
purchase  money,  he  has  the  right  to  secure  himself  and  the  deed, 
which  he  had  taken  from  his  principal's  yendor  to  himselft  would 
give  him  a  lien  to  the  extent  of  tfee- money  which  he  paid ;  but  if  he 
had  other  moneys  of  his  principal  in  his  hands  at  the  time  of  his 
purchase,  his  lien  would  be  diminished  to  that  extent. — Walker  ▼. 
Palmer,  868 

7.  An  endorsement  of  a  note  by  one  of  the  makers,  purporting  to 
transfer  it,  by  written  power  of  attorney,  in  the  name  of  the  payee, 
must  be  held  to  be  the  act  of  the  payee  himself — Garrett  et  al.  ▼. 
QoUoway  &  MaJone,  876 

8*  When  one  makes  a  demand  as  agent  of  another,  reasonable  evidence 
of  hia  anthority  may  be  required ;  but  if  the  party  fiuls  to  do  th!a» 
aad  rest  hia  refusal  on  the  ground  of  right  in  himself,  he  cannot 
afterwarda  object  to  ius  want  of  knowledge  of  the  agent's  authority. 
MoKeiU  frFurnissT,  Easley,  admr..  466 

9.  la  trover  finr  the  conversion  of  a  slave,  a  witness  who,  as  agent  of 
plaintiff,  brought  the  slave  to  this  State,  is  competent  to  prove  Bis 
own  agency ;  and  although  his  testimony  also  tends  to  show  that 
the  slave  was  sold  under  attachment  against  himself,  sued  oni  bgr 
defendant,  this  does  not  render  him  incompetent,  if  there  is  no  evi- 
dence showing  that  he  consented  to  the  levy  or  sale. — Napier  et  al. 

V.  Bairry,  611 

10.  When  an  admission  of  record  is  made  by  counsel  in  the  court  below, 
for  the  purpose  of  obviating  the  necessity  of  proof.  It  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  he  had  authority  to  make  it,  and  the  admission  cannot  be 
withdrawn  in  the  appellate  court. — Montgomery  v.  Givhan  et  al.,    688 

APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OF  EKftOR. 

1.  When  one  defendant  wishes  to  revise  a  judgment  rendered  againat 
himself  jointly  with  others,  he  has  the  right  to  use  their  names  for 
this  purj^ose  ;  but^  if  they  are  unwilling  to  join  in  assigning  errors, 
they  must  be  summoned  after  the  case  comes  to  the  Supreme  Court ; 
and  on  their  failure  ta  join  after  such  summons,  an  order  of  sever- 
anoe  is  granted,  and  the  appellant  then  prosecutes  his  appeal  sepa- 
rately. — Savage  &  Darrington  v.  Walsh  &  Emanuel,  298 

2*  And  if  the  appellant  in  such  case  dies,  having  given  bend  with  secu 
rity  to  supersede  the  judgment,  the  suit  may  be  revived  in  the  name 
of  hia  personal  representative.  208 

8.  When  a  transcript  is  filed  at  a  term  subsequent  to  that  to  which  the 
appeal  was  taken,  the  appeal  will  be  dismissed  on  motion  of  the  a]}- 
petiee,  and  the  appellant  may  sue  out  another  appeal  at  any  time 
before  the  affirmance  of  the  Judgment ;  but  the  appellee  cannot 
have  a  diamiMai  of  the  appeal  and  aa  affirmanoe  of  the  jadgpieat 
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APPEALS  AND  WRITS  OP  ERROR— Continued. 

at  the  same  time,  and  on  the  same  transoript.-^^Perryman  y.  Camp,  438 

4.  The  appeals  spoken  of  in  seotions  8019  and  8020 of  the  Code,  are  ap- 
peals from  final  judgments  or  decrees,  and  not  from  those  which  are 
interlocutory  only.— Powell  ▼.  Central  Plank  Road  Co.,  441 

5.  The  register  has  power,  under  the  Code,  to  grant  an  appeal  from  an 
interlocutory  order  of  the  Chancellor  dissolying  an  injunction  in 
Tacation  (Ligon  J.,  dissenting).  441 

6.  A  writ  of  error  will  be  quashed,  on  motion,  when  the  record  shows 
that  the  defendant  therein  was  dead  when  the  writ  issued,  and  that 

he  had  no  legal  representative. — Wesson  et  al.  t.  Crook,  478 

7.  Write  of  error  are  governed,  as  to  the  practice  in  making  parties,  by 
the  rule  laid  down  in  Sewall  v.  Bates,  2  Stew.  462 ;  but  when  an  ap- 
peal  is  taken  under  the  Code,  parties  may  be  made  in  court  below 
(§8069).  478 

8.  When  an  appeal  is  taken  under  the  Code,  and  security  for  costs 
merely  is  giyen,  it  is  only  necessary  that  the  surety  should  acknowl- 
edge himself  liable  for  the  costs  of  the  appeal  as  under  the  old  prac-  * 
tice  ;  but  if  a  bond  is  giyen  to  supersede  the  judgment  (§  §  8019, 
8041),  it  is  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  send  up  a  copy  of  it  with  the 
record  (§  8082).    When  the  clerk  merely  certifies  that  the  appellant 

**  has  giyen  bond,  with  A.  B.  security  for  said  appeal,"  and  does  not 
send  up  a  copy  of  the  bond,  the  appeal  will  be  dismissed  on  motion. 
Spencer,  adm*r,  y.  Thompson  and  Wife,  612 

9.  A  writ  of  error  does  not  lie  from  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Probate, 
purporting  to  haye  been  rendered  on  the  final  settlement  of  an  estate, 
and  reciting  that  the  administrator  **moyed  the  court  to  be  difl« 
charged  on  the  grounds  of  payment  and  deliyery  of  the  property  in 
his  hands  to  the  heirs ;  which  motion  being  argued  by  counsel  on 
both  sides,  and  due  deliberation  had  thereon  by  the  court,  it  is 
considered  by  the  court  that  the  testimony  is  not  sufficient  to  dis- 
charge the  administrator." — Hamilton,  adm'r,  y.  Gwynn  ft  Wife,        615 

10.  When  a  party  propounds  his  interest  by  petition  to  the  court,  praying 
to  be  made  a  party  to  a  suit  that  he  may  prosecute  an  appeal  or  writ 
of  error  from  the  final  decree,  the  order  making  him  a  party  would 
relate  back  to  the  time  when  the  decree  was  rendered ;  and  therefore, 
if  his  petition  shows  that  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error  from  the  decree 
is  already  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  it  will  not  be  granted. 
Tills  rule  applies  equally  to  Chancery  Courts  and  Courts  of  Probate. — 
Boykin  y.  Kernochan,  697 

11.  The  limitation  prescribed  to  writs  of  error  by  the  act  of  1818  (Clay's 
Digest  309  §  17),  applies  to  final  decrees  in  chanceiy,  as  well  as  to  final 
judgments  at  law.  697 

ASSUilPSIT. 

1.  When  an  agent  pays  the  money  of  his  principal  to  a  person  who  is 
not  authorised  to  receiye  it,  the  principal  may  sue  the  receiyer  in 
assumpsit  for  money  had  and  receiyed ;  but  the  bringing  of  such  an 
aotion  is  a  ratification  of  the  payment,  and  discharges  the  aipont- 
from  all  fhrther  responsibility.— Van  Dyke  y.  The  State,  81 

2.  If  on*  oontraots  to  serye  another  Ibr  one  Tear,  at  a  stipulated  mm 

47    . 
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payable  monthly,  and  is  discharged,  without  any  fanlt  on  his  part, 
before  the  expiration  of  the  year,  he  may  treat  the  contract  aa  still 
subsisting,  and  sue  in  assumpsit  for  wages  due  according  to  its 
terms,  or  he  may  consider  it  rescinded,  and  sue  for  unliquidated 
damages  for  its  breach ;  if  he  sue  on  the  contract,  he  can  only  re^ 
OOTer  the  wages  due  by  its  terms  before  the  institution  of  the  suit ; 
if  for  damages  for  breach  of  contract,  he  is  entitled  to  recoTer  the 
actual  damage  sustained  up  to  the  trial ;  but  the  sum  specified  in 
the  contract  would  not,  of  itself,  be  the  exact  measure  of  such  actual 
damage. — ^Fowler  &  Prout  v.  Armour,  194 

3.  Jissumpsit  for  use  and  occupation  does  not  lie  against  a  mere  naked 
trespasser.-- Weayer  V.  Jones,  420 

ATTACHMENT  AND  GARNISHMENT. 

1 .  The  question  whether  the  State  can  commence  a  suit  by  attachment, 
cannot  be  raised  by  a  demurrer  to  the  declaration.— Yan  Dyke  ▼. 
The  State,  81 

2.  Where  slayes  are  attached,  and  sold  under  an  order  of  court  as 
<  perishable  property,"  the  sale  is  sufficient  to  pass  the  title  to  the 
purchaser  (Lioon,  J.,  rfw««ih'fi^).— Millard's  Adm'rsT.  Hall,  209 

8.    An  order  of  court  directing  the  sheriff  to  "  proceed  to  seU"  certain 
property  in  his  hands,  which  he  had  attached,  and  **  pay  the  pro- 
.    ceeds  into  court,"  is  a  sufficient  authority  to  him  to  make  the  sale, 
without  any  process  or  copy  of  the  order  from  the  clerk.  200 

4.  A  garnishee  answered,  that  he  would  have  been  indebted  to  the  de- 
fendant in  a  larger  amount  than  the  plaintiff's  judgment,  but  belbre 
the  service  of  the  garnishment  one  H.,  who  held  a  note  i^ainst  said 
defendant  for  a  larger  sum  than  garnishee's  debt,  proposed  to  sell 
said  note  to  garnishee,  who  consented  to  take  it  to  the  extent  of  his 
indebtedness  to  defendant,  the  amount  of  which  was  not  then  as- 
certained ;  that  the  note,  which  had  been  mislaid,  was  to  be  de- 
liyered  to  him  when  found,  but  nothing  was  said  about  an  endorse- 
ment ;  that  the  note  was  endorsed  and  deliyered  to  him  after  the  ser- 
yice  of  the  garnishment,  the  endorsement  being  antedated  to  corres- 
pond with  the  agreement :  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
judgment  against  the  garnishee  on  this  answer.-— Self  y.  Kirkland,    276 

6.  An  ancillary  attachment,  sued  out  after  the  Code  went  into  opera- 
tion, in  a  suit  commenced  by  ordinary  process  under  the  old  law,  is 
a  part  of  the  original  suit,  and  must  conform  to  the  proyisions  of  the 
old  law. — Frankenheimer  y.  Slocum  k  Henderson,  ^8 

6.  When  a  defendant  in  a  judgment  at  law  is  gamisbeed  as  the  debtor 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  pays  the  amount  of  the  judgment  to  the  at- 
taching creditor,  he  may  ayail  himself  of  the  payment  by  a  motion 
to  enter  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  against  him.— Hagadon  t. 
Campbell,  875 

CASE,  ACTION  ON  THE. 

1.  When  the  act  incorporatiAg  the  municipal  aathoriticfl  of  a  city  makes 
it  their  duty  to  keep  in  repair  the  bridges  and  streets  within  the  oor- 
porato  Imts,  and  in  coMidetfttm  thereof  reUevei  tiiem  fron  other 
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duties,  an  action  on  the  case  Ites  against  them  for  a  neglect  of  ttds 
duty,  in  fkror  of  a  person  who  is  thereby  iiynred.— Smoot  v.  Mayor, 
Ac.,  of  Wetampka,  112 

2.  When  soch  action  is  bronght  to  recover  damages  for  ii\iarie8  caused  by 

the  fall  of  a  bridge,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  in  the  declaration 
that  file  bridge  was  broken  without  any  fault  on  the  part  of  the 
plaitttifT;  nor  that  he  could  not  pass  the  street,  of  which  the  bridge 
formed  a  part,  without  crossing  the  bridge  ;  an  averment  that  it  was 
defendants'  duty  to  keep  the  bridge  in  repair,  and  that  the  injury 
resulted  from  its  unsafe  and  rotten  condition,  which  rendered  it  inca- 
pable of  sustaining  the  usual  burdens  which  were  accustomed  to  pass 
over  it,  is  snfQcient  112 

3.  A  count  averring  that  the  bridge  was  private  property,  not  belonging 

to  the  corporation,  and  had  become  a  public  nuisance  from  its  unsafe 
and  rotten  condition,  and  that  said  corporation,  knowing  this,  failed  to 
abate  it,  as  they  by  law  were  authorized  and  required  to  do,  whereby, 
^.,  is  bad  on  demurrer ;  the  failure  to  exercise  judicial  power  prop- 
erly, in  the  absence  of  malice  and  corrupt  intention,  constitutes  no 
ground  of  action.  112 

4.  Where  plaintiff  declares  in  case  on  defendant's  omission  of  duty,  in 
neglecting  to  treat  a  hired  slave  with  proper  care  and  attention  during 
the  term,  the  consideration  and  terms  of  the  contract  of  hiring  need 
not  be  alleged  ;  and  if  alleged,  they  need  not  be  proved  as  averred. 
Moseley  v.  Wilkinson,  411 

5.  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  damages  to  plaintiff's  mill  privileges,  by 
the  diversion  of  the  water,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  the  manner  or 

the  means  of  the  diversion. — Stein  v.  Ashby,  621 

6.  It  is  sufficient,  in  such  an  action,  to  aver  injury  to  plaintifT's  mill  priv- 
eleges,  without  alleging  the  existence  of  a  mill.  The  gist  of  the 
action  being  the  invasion  of  the  right,  tlierc  need  be  no  actual  dam- 
age, when  the  act  complained  of  is  of  such  a  character  that  its 
repetition  or  continuance  might  become  the  foundation  of  an  adverse 
right.  521 

CERTIORARI. 

1.  Two  distinct  fhial  orders  or  decrees  of  the  Commissioners'  Court,  one 

establishing  a  road,  and  the  other  granting  a  license  to  keep  a  ferry, 
cannot  be  taken  to  the  Circuit  Court  by  one  >vrit  of  certiorari,  although 
the  ferry  is  a  part  of  the  road. — Creswell  and  Monette  v.  The  Com- 
misBLoners'  Court  of  Greene  County,  262 

2.  A  certiorari  cannot  be  awarded  to  bring  up  an  amended  record,  un- 

less by  consent,  until  the  amendmmit  has  been  made  in  the  court  be- 
low.—Townsend  et  al.  V.  Jeffries'  Adm'r,  329 

3.  Three  several  judgments  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  in  cases 

between  different  parties,  cannot  be  removed  to  the  Circuit  Court  by 
one  writ  of  certiorari,  sued  out  by  a  party  who  was  a  defendant  in 
each  case.— Davis  v.  Calhoun,  437 

4.  When  a  cause  is  removed  to  the  Circuit  Court  by  certiorari,  it  should 

not  there  be  dismissed  on  account  of  a  defect  in  the  bond,  unless  the 
appellant  fails  or  refuses,  when  required,  to  make  a  good  one.— Davis 
y.  Cilhoan,  455 
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1.  p.,  having  traded  horses  with  M.,  claimed  of  the  latter  $20  for  cheat- 
ing him ;  he  afterwards  sold  the  horse  which  he  obtained  by  the  ex- 
change to  W.,  and  it  was  agreed  between  them  that  P.  ahoald  sue  IL 
for  the  $20 ;  that  W.  should  have  the  recovery  if  he  succeeded,  and 
should  pay  all  costs  if  he  foiled;  judgment  for  cost  having  been  finally 
^rendered  against  P.,  W.  promised  the  clerk  of  the  court  that  he  would 
pay  them ;  but  having  failed  to  do  so,  P.  pud  the  costs,  and  then  sued 
W.  to  recover  them :  Held,  that  the  contract  was  champertons,  and 
that  W.-s  promise  to  the  clerk  did  not  aid  plainti£— Wheeler  t. 
Pounds,  472 

CHANCERY. 

1.  An  absolute  bill  of  sale  of  a  slave  decreed  to  stand  only  as  a  mort- 

gage, upon  proof  that  the  vendor  was  upwards  of  seventy  yean 
old, — infirm, — embarrassed, — ^his  property  levied  on,  and  about  to  be 
sold, — and  that  the  vendee,  who  was  his  son-in-law,  took  advantage 
of  all  these  cux^umstances  to  make  the  transaction  assume  the  form  of 
an  absolute  sale  instead  of  a  mortgage. — Smith  et  al.  v.  Pearson,  355 

2,  Equity  will  afford  specific  relief,  such  as  a  court  of  law  cannot  give, 

against  an  instrument  which  was  executed  on  Sunday,  but  purporting 
on  its  face  to  have  been  executed  on  Satui*day,  notwithstanding  the 
instrument  may  also  be  void  at  law.  856 

8.  The  statutory  remedy  by  motion  to  supersede  an  execution  on  a 
judgment,  does  not  deprivd  the  Chancery  Court  of  its  original  jurisdic- 
tion  to  remove  a  cloud  upon  the  title  to  laud;  and  therefore  a  vendee, 
whose  land  has  been  sold  under  execution  (issued  on  a  judgmeLt 
recovered  against  his  vendor  before  his  purchase),  and  bought  in  by 
himself,  may  come  into  equity  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  his  bid  and 
all  further  proceedings  under  the  judgment,  upon  an  allegation  that 
the  judgment  had  been  paid  and  satisfied  before  the  issue  of  the 
execution. — Brewer  v.  Branch  Bank  at  Montgomery,  489 

4.  A  mail-contractor  cannot  come  into  equity  to  enforce  a  contract  with 
a  plank- road  company  for  the  transportation  of  the  mail  over  its 
road,  unless  he  shows  by  his  bill  that  a  court  of  law  could  not  com- 
pensate him  in  damages  for  the  breach  of  the  contract. — Powell  v. 
Central  Plank  Road  Company,  441 

5.  The  rule  as  to  contradicting  or  varying  a  written  instrument  by 
parol  proof,  obtains  with  the  same  force  in  equity  as  at  law.  There- 
fore, where  a  written  contract  recited  that  the  purchase  money  was 
to  be  paid  on  a  specified  day,  and  that  the  vendor  was  to  make  titles 
when  the  purchase  money  was  settled  with  him,  and  no  firaud  or 
mistake  in  its  execution  was  alleged,  it  was  held,  that  the  terms  of 
the  contract  could  not  be  varied,  in  equity,  by  proof  of  a  contempo- 
raneous parol  agreement  that  the  purchase  money  was  not  to  be 
paid  on  the  day  specified,  but  was  to  await  a  settlement  of  aocounts 
between  the  parties.— Ware  v.  Cowles,  446 

6.  A  vendee  may  come  into  equity,  to  enjoin  a  judgment  at  law  on  Ike 
notes  given  for  the  purchase  money,  upon  alleging  the  vendor's 
fraudulent  representations  of  title  in  himself,  a  breach  of  his  war- 
ranty of  title,  and  the  inaoWenoy  of  ha  estate.--Wallon,  adm'r 

T.  Bonhametal.,  51$ 
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7.  A  trustee  in  ft  deed,  who  is  also  the  principal  beneficiary,  may 
come  into  equity,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  other  beneficiaries  of 
the  deed,  to  prevent  a  sale  of  the  property  under  executions  and 
attachments  at  law,  to  foreclose  the  deed,  and  to  settle  the  con- 
flicting liens.  Such  a  bill  is  properly  filed,  not  only  as  preventing  a 
multiplicity  of  suits,  and  removing  a  cloud  upon  the  title  to  the 
property',  but  also  upon  the  well  settled  ground  that  a  mortgagee, 
although  he  has  a  power  of  sale,  may  foreclose  in  equity. — Alabama 
Life  Insurance  and  Trust  Company  v.  Pettway,  544 

CHANCERY  PLEADING  AND  PRACTICE. 

1.  In  a  contest  in  equity  among  several  creditors  of  an  insolvent  part- 
nership, for  the  marshalling  of  its  assets  and  the  settlement  •f  their 
respective  liens,  a  creditor  who  was  not  made  a  party  to  the  origi- 
nal bill  may  be  brought  in  as  a  defendant  to  a  cross  bill. — Coster's 
Ex*r8  V.  Bank  of  Georgia  et  al.  87 

2.  Where  non-resident  infants  are  necessary  parties  to  a  bill,  the  re- 
cord must  show  that  publication  as  to  them  was  made  in  the  manner 
prescribed  in  the  third  and  forty-first  rules  of  our  Chancery  Prac- 
tice. 37 

8.  In  a  case  of  interpleader,  after  the  discharge  of  the  complainant, 
the  testimony  having  been  published  by  consent  vrithout  prejudice, 
it  is  discretionary  with  the  Chancellor  to  permit  an  amendment  of 
one  of  the  answers. — Lanier  v.  Driver,  149 

4.  Where  the  bill  alleges  a  negative^that  defendant,  who  was  com- 
plainant's agent  to  sell,  became  himself  the  purchaser  without 
complainant's  consent — which  the  answer  denies,  and  alleges  the 
reverse  affirmative  to  be  true— that  defendant  became  the  purchaser 
with  complainant's  consent — the  affirmative  allegation  of  the  an- 
swer is  not  responsive  to  the  bill,  but  must  be  proved  by  defendant 

to  make  out  his  defence. — Walker  v.  Palmer,  858 

5.  The  appeals  spoken  of  in  sections  8019  and  8020  of  the  Code,  are  ap- 
peals fh)m  final  judgments  or  decrees,  and  not  from  those  which  are 
interlocutory  only. — Powell  v.  Central  Plank  Road  Co.,  441 

6.  The  register  has  power,  under  the  Code,  to  grant  an  appeal  f^om  an 
interlocutory  order  of  the  Chancellor  dissolving  an  injunction  in 
vacation  (Lioon,  J.,  dissenting),  441 

7.  Where  a  bill  is  filed  against  an  executor  to  compel  a  settlement 
and  account  of  his  trust,  and  to  have  complainant's  portion  of  the 
estate  (she  being  a  married  woman,  and  her  husband  insolvent) 
settled  to  her  separate  use,  if  the  bill  alleges  that  certain  slaves  in 
the  defendant's  possesnon  were  purchased  with  the  funds  of  the 
estate,  while  the  proof  shows  that  they  were  purchased  with  his 
own  individual  funds,  but  under  such  circumstances  that  a  court  of 
equity  would  consider  them  assets  of  the  estate,  there  is  no  fatal 
variance  between  the  allegations  and  proof. —  Montgomery  t. 
Givhanetal.,  ^® 

8.  When  an  admission  of  record  is  made  by  counsel  in  the  court  below, 
fw  the  puipose  of  obTiating  the  necewity  of  proof,  it  wiU  be  pre- 
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samed  that  he  had  authority  to  make  it,  and  the  admiasioii  cannot  be 
withdrawn  in  the  appellate  court.  568 

0.  A  final  decree  of  the  Chancery  Court,  which  has  been  fully  exe- 
cuted, cannot  be  opened  on  the  petition  of  one  who,  by  his  own 
showing,  had  no  interest  whatever  in  the  sulject-matter  of  the  con- 
troversy until  long  after  it  was  terminated. — Boykin  v.  Kemochan,     687 

10.  When  a  party  propounds  his  interest  by  petition  to  the  court,  praying 
te  be  made  a  party  to  a  suit  that  he  may  prosecute  an  appeal  or 
writ  of  error  from  the  final  decree,  the  order  making  him  a  party 
would  relate  back  to  the  time  when  the  decree  was  rendered ;  and 
therefore,  if  his  petition  shows  that  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error  from 
the  decree  is  already  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  it  will  not 
be  granted.  This  rule  applies  equally  to  Chancery  Courts  and 
Courts  of  Probate.  697 

11.  Where  a  decree  has  been  rendered  against  the  corporate  authorities 
of  a  city  for  the  abatement  of  a  public  nuisance,  on  an  information 
in  the  name  of  the  State  at  the  relation  of  certain  citizens,  any  citi- 
zen may  interfere  as  relator,  by  a  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  a  1»11 
of  revivor,  and  call  on  the  court  to  carry  the  decree  into  execution. 
The  State,  ex  rel.  Waring,  v.  The  Mayor,  &c.,  of  Mobile,  701 

12.  Whether  the  statute  requiring  the  revival  of  a  judgment  by  a  fctre 
faciaa  when  no  execution  was  issued  within  a  year  and  a  day  after 
its  rendition  (Clay's  Digest  206  §  28),  applies  to  a  decree  in  chanoeiy 
for  the  abatement  of  a  public  nuisance,  on  information  filed  in  the 
name  of  the  State  at  the  relation  of  certain  citizens,  qutn-e  ?  But 
if  it  does  apply,  its  only  efiect  is,  to  compel  the  party  seeking  to  en- 
force the  decree  to  proceed  by  bill  of  revivor  or  scire  facias,  701 

18.  On  a  bill  filed  to  enforce  the  execution  of  a  decree,  if  the  record 
shows  sufScient  to  authorize  an  amendment  of  the  decree  nuHC  pro 
tunc,  by  reciting  the  fact  that  the  defendant  therein  appeared  al- 
though not  served  with  process,  the  court  will  consider  the  amend- 
ment as  made,  and  will  sustain  the  former  decree.  701 

14.  There  are  cases  where  a  court  of  equity,  on  a  bill  filed  to  enforce 
the  execution  of  a  decree,  will  refuse  to  enforce  the  decree  if  it  is 
unjust  j  but  this  will  not  ho  done  when  the  proceeding  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  bill  of  revivor.  701 

15.  An  amended  bill,  which  is  repugnant  to  the  original  bill,  cannot  be 
allowed.  712 

16.  AbillwillnotbedismLased  without  prejudice,  when  the  complainant 
has  bad  ample  opportunity  to  hunt  up  his  testimony  and  prepare  his 

case  on  the  merits.— -Rumbly  v.  Stain  ton  and  Wife,  712 

CIRCUIT  COURT. 

1.  Under  the  act  establishing  Courts  of  Probate,  the  Circuit  Court  has 
power  to  make  amendments  nunc  pro  tunc  of  the  judgments  of  the 
County  Court,  in  causes  transferred  to  the  forme:  court  under  that 
act. — Class  v.  Glass,  4^ 

CITY  COURT  OF  MOBILE. 

1.    The  City  Court  of  Mobile  has  jurisdiction  of  an  actioii  on  Uit 
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te  reeow  damagM  fbr  the  diwnion  of  th«  water  of  a  roaBiBg  itreaiB 
to  the  iajary  of  plaintiff 's  mill  priTilegee.— Stein  t.  Ashby,  621 

C0MI1ISSI0N£BS*  COURT. 

1.  Two  cUstinot  final  orders  or  decrees  of  the  Commissioners'  Court,  one 
establishing  a  road,  and  the  other  granting  a  lioense  to  keep  a  ferry, 
eannot  be  taken  to  the  Cirenit  Court  by  one  writ  of  certiorariy  al- 
though the  ferry  is  a  part  ot  the  road.— Creswell  and  Monette  t. 
The  Commissiotters'  Court  of  Greene  Co..  282 

2.  To  authorize  any  one  to  be  made  a  party  to  proceedings  before  the 
Commissioners*  Court  for  establishing  a  road,  or  granting  a  ferry 
lioense,  he  must  hare  a  priyate  right,  as  an  IndiTidual  proprietor, 
whiohhecan  yindioate  by  suit ;  and  the  record  must  show  his  in- 
terest. 282 

COMPTROLLER  OP  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTS. 

1.  The  Comptroller  of  Public  Accounts,  in  this  State,  has  no  authority 
to  receire  payment  of  moneys  due  to  the  State  ;  and  a  payment  to 
him,  being  unauthorized  and  inyalid,  does  not  discharge  the  party 
making  it  from  responsibility  to  the  State.— Van  Dyke  y.  The  State,    81 

2.  A  payment  to  the  Comptroller,  of  moneys  due  to  the  State,  can  only 
be  ratified  by  the  soyereign  power  of  the  State:  a  suit  cannot  be 
instituted  against  him  for  its  reooyery,  in  the  name  of  the  State,  by 
the  direction  of  the  Goyernor.  81 

8.  The  amendment  of  the  constitution,  submitted  to  the  yote  of  the 
people  by  the  General  Assembly  of  1844-6,  proposing  biennial  (in- 
stead of  annual)  elections  of  the  State  Treasurer  and  Comptroller, 
not  haying  been  properly  ratified  at  the  next  session  of  the  General 
Assembly,  those  officers  hold  their  offices  for  the  term  of  one  year 
only. — Collier,  Goyernor  &c.,  y.  Frierson  et  al.,  100 

CONSTITUTION. 

1.  The  State  constitution  can  only  be  changed  by  the  people  in  con- 
yention,  or  in  the  mode  prescribed  in  the  instrument  itself;  and  if 
the  latter  mode  is  adopted,  eyery  requisition  of  the  constitution  must 

be  obeeryed. — Collier,  Goyernor  &c.,  y.  Frierson  et  al.,  100 

2.  The  amendment  of  the  constitution,  submitted  to  the  yote  of  the 

people  by  the  General  Assembly  of  1844 — 6,  proposing  biennial  (in- 
stead of  annual)  elections  of  the  State  Treasurer  and  Comptroller, 
nothaying  been  properly  ratified  at  the  next  session  of  the  General 
Aesembly,  those  officers  hold  their  offices  for  the  term  of  one  year 
only.  100 

8.  The  General  Assembly  of  1844—5  haying  proposed  seyeral  amend- 
ments of  the  constitution,  joint  resolutions  were  adopted  at  the 
next  succeeding  session,  reciting  in  the  preamble  that,  "  whereas 
the  General  Assembly  of  this  State,  at  the  last  session  of  the  same, 
duly  submitted  to  the  people  of  said  State  proposed  amendments  to 
the  constitution ;  and  whereas  the  people  of  this  State,  in  manner 
and  form  as  proyided  by  the  constitution,  haye  accepted  the  said 
amendmeutB,  which  are  in  words  and  figures  following,*'  &0.9  set- 
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ting 'them  all  out  exoept  one,  which  was  entirely  omitted ;  and  the 
usual  clause  was  then  added,  enacting  "  that  the  aforesaid  amend- 
ments to  the  constitution,  proposed  as  aforesaid »  and  accepted  by  the 
people  as  aforesaid,  be  ratified,  and  that  the  same,  from  and  after 
the  passage  of  this  resolution,  be  and  form  a  part  of  the  constitution 
of  the  State  of  Alabama"  :  Held,  that  the  amendment  which  was 
entirely  omitted  from  the  ratifying  resolutions,  was  not  constitu- 
tionally ratified,  and  therefore  failed.  100 

4.  The  case  of  Trotter  y.  Blocker  and  Wife,  6  Porter  268,  OTcrruled,  as 
to  the  principle  stated  in  the  first  clause  of  the  fifth  head-note, 
which  asserts  that  the  constitutional  delegation  of  authority  to  the 
L^islature  **  to  pass  laws  to  permit  the  owners  of  slaves  to  eman- 
cipate them,"  **  U  equwaUnt  to  a  positive  inhilntion  of  the  right  of 
the  owner  to  emancipate  them  exeept  only  ttnder  such  refutations 
as  the  Legislature  may  prescribe,** — ^Prater's  Adm'r  y.  Darby,  496 

6.  The  only  legitimate  object  of  taxation  is,  the  support  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  government ;  but  this  does  not  mean  the  expenses  in- 
curred by  the  mere  machinery  necessarily  employed  in  its  adminis- 
tration and  conduct :  the  power  extends  to  the  employment  of  all 
those  means  and  appliances  which  are  ordinarily  adopted,  or  which 
may  be  calcalated,  to  develop  the  resources  of  the  State,  and  add  to 
the  aggregate  wealth  and  prosperty  of  her  citizens;  such,  for  exam- 
ple, as  providing  outlets  for  commerce,  opening  up  channels  of  inter- 
oommunicatiop  between  different  parts  of  the  State,  improving  the 
social,  moral  and  physical  condition  of  her  people  by  wholesome 
police  regulations,  and  by  a  judicious  system  of  public  instruction, 
as  also  for  the  protection,  security  and  perpetuity  of  her  govern- 
ment and  institutions.— Stein  v.  The  Mayor,  &c.,  of  Mobile,  591 

6.  The  power  to  levy  a  tax  for  local  purposes  may  be  delegated  by  the 
Legislature  to  a  municipal  corporation ;  it  is  no  objection  to  an  act 
delegating  such  power,  that  it  requires  the  assent  of  three-fifths  of 
the  tax -payers  to  be  obtained  before  the  tax  is  levied ;  and  the  fact 
that  the  railroad,  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  which  the  tax  is 
imposed,  extends  beyond  the  limits  of  the  city,  or  even  of  the  State, 
does  not  render  it  less  local,  or  in  any  way  affeet  the  validity  of  the 
statute  or  of  the  tax.  591 

7.  The  acts  of  January  5,  1850,  and  December  20, 1851,  authorizing 
the  corporate  authorities  of  the  City  of  Mobile  to  levy  a  tax  on  the 
owners  of  real  estate  in  the  city,  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the 
Mobile  and  Ohio  Railroad,  are  not  unconstitutional.  591 

8.  The  fifth  article  of  the  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States,  which  declares  that  "  no  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for 
a  capital  or  otherwise  infamous  crime,  unless  on  presentment  or 
indictment  of  a  grand  jury,"  does  not  restrict  the  States,  in  the 
prosecution  of  capital  or  infamous  crimes,  to  the  common  law  in- 
dictments. Those  amendments  were  demanded  by  the  States  as 
safe-guards  against  encroachments  on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, and  were  not  designed  to  restrict  their  own  powers. — 
Noles  V.  The  State,  672 

9.  The  tenth  and  twelfth  sections  of  the  first  article  of  our  State  con- 
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stitvtion  do  not  restrict  the  powers  of  the  Legislature  to  enact  laws 
defining  offences  and  their  punishment,  and  prescribing  the  forms  of 
indictments  suited  to  them  as  well  as  the  mode  of  trying  them.  If 
the  form  of  indictment  prescribed  by  the  statute  contains  such  an 
accusation,  at  the  suit  of  the  State,  found  to  be  true  by  the  oaths  of 
a  grand  jury,  as  furnishes  to  the  accused  reasonable  information  of 
what  he  is  called  on  to  answer,  by  setting  forth  the  constituent  ele- 
ments of  the  offence,  it  will  be  sufficient,  although  it  omits  many 
aTerments  which,  at  common  law,  were  necessary  to  the  validity  of 
an  indictment.  572 

10.  It  was  competent  for  the  Legislature,  by  statute,  to  dispense  with 
the  ayerment,  in  an  indictment  for  murder,  that  the  offence  was 
committed  within  the  body  of  the  county  in  which  the  indictment 
was  found,  and  to  require  that  fact  to  be  shown  by  the  eridence.        672 

CONTRACTS. 

1.  If  one  contracts  to  serre  another  for  one  year,  at  a  stipulated  sum 
payable  monthly,  and  is  discharged,  without  any  fault  on  his  part, 
before  the  expiration  of  the  year,  he  may  treat  the  contract  as  not 
subsisting,  and  sue  in  assumpsit  fer  wages  due  according  to  its  terms, 
or  he  may  consider  it  rescinded,  and  sue  for  unliquidated  damages 
for  its  breach ;  if  he  sue  on  the  contract,  he  can  only  recoTer  the 
wages  due  by  its  terms  before  the  institution  of  the  suit ;  if  for  dam- 
ages for  breach  of  contract,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  the  actual 
damage  sustained  up  to  the  trial ;  but  the  sum  specified  in  the  con- 
tract  would  not,  of  itself,  be  the  exact  measure  of  such  actual  dam- 
age.— bowler  k  Prout  y.  Armour,  194 

2.  If  a  slave  is  hired  for  a  particular  service,  and  is  afterwards  em- 
ployed in  a  different  ene,  this  is  a  conversion  for  which  the  owner 
may  bring  trover,  and  recover  the  value  of  the  slave  with  interest 
ft*om  the  time  of  conversion ;  but  if,  with  ftiU  knowledge  of  the  con- 
version before  the  expiration  of  the  term,  he  receives  the  stipulated 
hire  for  the  entire  term,  he  is  estopped  from  afterwards  bringing 
trover. — ^Moseley  v.  Wilkinson,  411 

3.  If  the  owner  take  possession  of  a  hired  slave,  when  there  has  been 
no  violation  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  hirer,  he  loses  his  right 
to  hire ;  if  he  refuses  to  deliver  the  slave  on  demand,  the  fact  that 
he  afterwards  sends  him  away  alone,  with  directions  to  return  to 
the  hirer  (which  instructions  the  slave  disobeys,  and  runs  away), 
does  not  excuse  the  refusal. —McNeill  &  Furniss  v.  Easley,  adm'r,      466 

4.  Defendant  in  execution  agreed  to  pay,  in  compromise  and  satisfaction 
of  the  judgment  against  him,  a  certain  sum  in  money  and  the  costs 
of  a  claim  suit  then  pending ;  but  when  the  suit  was  called  in  court 
the  next  morning,  he  refused  to  pay  or  to  confess  judgment  for  the 
costs,  and  denied  that  he  had  promised  to  do  so ;  the  suit  was  not 
then  dismissed,  but  at  a  subsequent  term  a  trial  was  had,  which 
resulted  in  a  verdict  for  the  claimant ;  plaintiff  in  execution  hav- 
ing paid  the  costs,  and  brought  suit  on  the  contract,  the  oourt 
charged  the  jury,  "  that  if  defendant,  in  consideration  of  plaintiff's 
entering  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  or  with  a  view  to  benefit  tht 

48 
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cUamant,  under  book  to  paj  said  coats,  and,  when  the  eaute  was 
called  ap»  refused  to  bind  himaelf  therefor,  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  recover  the  costs  which  had  accrued  up  to  the  time  he  so 
refiised  :*'  Heldy  that  there  was  'no  error  in  the  charge  of  which 
defendant  could  complain. — Salmons  t.  Roundtree,  458 

6.  P.,  having  traded  horses  with  M.,  claimed  of  the  latter  $20  for 
cheating  liim ;  he  afterwards  sold  the  horse  which  he  obtained  by 
the  exchange  to  W.,  and  it  was  agreed  between  them,  that  P.  should 
sue  M.  for  the  |!20 ;  that  W.  should  have  the  recovery  if  he  suc- 
ceeded, and  should  pay  all  costs  if  he  failed ;  judgment  for  cost  hav- 
ing been  finally  rendered  against  P.,  W.  promised  the  clerk  of  the 
court  that  he  would  pay  them ;  but  having  failed  to  do  so,  P.  paid 
the  costSt  and  then  sued  W.  to  recover  them :  Held^  that  the  eon- 
tract  was  champertous,  and  that  W.'s  promise  to  the  clerk  did  not 
aid  plaintiff  —Wheeler  v.  Pounds,  472 

6.  A  written  order,  addressed  to  a  mercantile  firm,  in  these  words  : 
"  Please  let  the  bearer,  Mr.  0.,  have  any  little  things  he  may  stand 
in  need  of,  and  I  shall  be  good  for  the  same,**  held  to  be  a  direct, 
original  undertaking,  which  would  continue  until  revoked,  or  until 
the  account  was  closed,  and  would  embrace  any  articles,  of  no  great 
value,  which  would  come  under  the  denomination  of  necessaries  for 

a  person  in  O.'s  condition. — Scott  v.  Myatt  &  Moore,  489 

7.  No  notice  of  acceptance,  or  demand  of  payment,  before  suit  brought, 
is  necessary  to  charge  one  on  whose  written  order  (a  direct,  original 
undertaking)  goods  ore  furnished  to  another.  4S9 

8.  Evidence  that  the  goods  were  charged  on  the  merchant's  books  to 
the  person  to  whom  they  were  furnished,  and  that  he  afterwards 
settled  the  account,  by  paying  a  part  in  cash,  and  giving  his  note 
for  the  balance,  is  proper  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  in  de- 
termining whether  the  credit  was  given  to  him ;  but  if  the  goods  were 
sold  on  the  faith  of  the  written  order,  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the 
parties  must  be  determined  by  it,  and  would  not  be  affected  by  the 
fact  that  the  merchant  treated  it  as  a  collateral,  instead  of  a  direct 
undertaking,  or  that  he  charged  the  goods  to  the  person  who  obtain- 
ed them.  489 

9.  An  absolute  bill  of  sale  of  slaves,  and  a  bond  executed  contempo- 
raneously by  the  vendee  (to  his  vendor)  conditioned  that  he  shall 
emancipate  them,  must  be  considered  together  as  forming  but  one 
agreement. — ^Prater's  Adm*r  v.  Darby,  496 

10.  The  owner  of  certain  slaves,  being  about  to  remove  with  them  to 
Illinois  for  the  purpose  of  emancipating  them,  conveyed  them  by 
absolute  bill  of  sale  to  another,  and  took  from  him  at  the  same  time 
a  bond,  conditioned  that  he  should  emancipate  them  when  reasona- 
ble compensation  had  been  made  to  him  f<  r  bis  trouble  and  expen- 
ses with  them  :  Held,  that  inasmuch  as  there  was  nothing  on  the 
face  of  the  bond  requiring  the  obligor  to  emancipate  the  slaves  in 
this  State,  his  undertaking  was  not  void,  but  formed  a  sufficient 
consideration  for  the  bill  of  sale.  496 
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1.  When  tht  act  ineorporating  the  muDicipal  auihoritiea  of  a  city  makes 
it  their  duty  io  keep  in  repair  the  bridges  and  streets  within  the 
corporate  limits,  and  in  consideration  thereof  relieves  them  from 
other  duties,  an  action  on  the  case  lies  against  them  for  a  neglect 
of  this  duty,  in  favor  of  a  person  who  is  thereby  injured. — Smoot  t.  . 
The  Mayor,  &c. ,  of  Wetumpka,  112 

2.  A  legislative  grant  to  an  incorporated  company,  conferring  upon 
them  "the  exclusive  right  and  privilege  of  conducting  and  bring- 
ing water  for  the  supply  of  the  city  for  the  term  of  forty  years,'* 
gives  them  no  right  to  divert  the  water  of  a  running  stream,  to  the 
injury  of  riparian  proprietors,  without  making  compensation. — 
Stein  Y.  Burden,  180 

8.  A  municipal  corporation,  owning  lands  on  a  water  course  from  three 
to  five  miles  distant  from  the  city,  has  no  right  to  divert  the  water 
from  the  stream,  to  the  injury  of  the  other  riparian  proprietors,  in 
sufficient  quantities  to  supply  the  domestic  wants  of  its  inhabitants.  180 

4.  An  incorporated  town  retains  its  corporate  aapacity  until  its  charter 
is  declared  forfeited  in  a  direct  judicial  proceeding  :  it  cannot  be 
held,  in  any  collateral  proceeding,  to  have  forfeited  its  charter  by 
non-user. — Harris  et  al.  v.  Nesbit,  898 

5.  The  power  to  levy  a  tax  for  local  purposes  may  be  delegated  by  the 

Legislature  to  a  municipal  corporation.—  Stein  v.  The  Mayor,  &o.| 
of  Mobile,  591 

6.  Where  a  municipal  corporation  is  purely  political  in  its  character, 
and  intended  solely  for  the  local  government  of  a  city,  its  charter 
may  be  amended,  and  its  name  changed,  while  the  corporation  it- 
self remains  the  same.— -The  State,  ex  rel.  Warimg,  v.  The  Mayor, 
&c.,  of  Mobile,  701 

7.  Where  a  statute  does  not,  in  express  terms,  annul  a  right  or  power 

given  to  a  corporation  by  a  former  act,  but  only  confers  the  same 
rights  and  powers  upon  it  under  a  new  name,  and  with  additional 
powers,  the  latter  act  does  not  repeal  the  former.  701 

COSTS. 

1.  In  a  case  of  assault  and  battery ,  fourteen  witnesses  were  sommonsd 
by  the  State  to  sustain  the  character  of  the  prosecutor,  but  none  of 
tbcm  was  called  on  the  trial,  the  prosecutor  having  died  two  or  three 
months  previous  thereto  :  Held^  that  the  defendant,  having  been 
convicted,  should  be  taxed  with  the  costs  of  their  attendance,  it  not 
being  shown  that  they  were  summoned  after  the  death  of  the  prose- 
cutor, nor  that  his  death  was  known  to  the  solicitor. — Barrett  t. 
The  State,  74 

COURT  AND  JURY. 

1.  When  the  bill  of  exceptions  does  not  set  out  all  the  evidence,  the 
Appellate  Court  will  not  presume  that  an  affirmative  charge  was 
abstract,  but,  on  the  contrary,  that  it  was  fully  warranted  by  the 
proof.— MoElhaney  v.  The  State,  71 

2.  Tbe  practice  of  admitting  illegal  evidence,  and  afterwards  excluding 

it«  is  improper,  because  of  the  difficalty  of  eradloating  from  the 
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minds  of  the  jury  the  impresdon  which  the  eyidenee  may  have  made ; 
but,  where  the  record  shows  a  clear  and  unequiyocal  charge,  with- 
drawing and  exclnding  snch  evidence  from  the  consideration  of  the 
jury,  its  admission  is.  at  most,  error  without  injury. — Florey's 
Executor  y.  Florey,  2il 

8.  D^endant  in  execution  agreed  to  pay,  in  compromise  and  satisfac- 
tion of  the  judgment  against  him,  a  certain  sum  in  money  and  the 
costs  of  a  claim  suit  then  pending ;  but  when  the  suit  was  called  in 
court  the  next  morning,  he  refused  to  pay  or  confess  judgment  for 
the  costs,  and  denied  that  he  had  promised  to  do  so;  the  suit  was 
not  then  dismissed,  but  at  a  subsequent  term  atrial  was  had, 
which  resulted  in  a  yerdict  for  the  claimant ;  plaintiff  in  execution 
haying  paid  the  costs,  and  brought  suit  on  the  contract,  the  court 
charged  the  jury,  "  that  if  defendant,  in  consideration  of  plaintiff's 
entering  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  or  with  a  yiew  to  benefit  the 
claimant,  undertook  to  pay  said  costs,  and,  when  the  cause  was 
called  up,  refused  to  bind  himself  therefor,  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  recoyer  the  costs  which  had  accrued  up  to  the  time  he  so 
refused"  :  Held,  that  there  was  no  error  in  the  charge  of  which 
defendant  could  complain.— Salmons  y.  Roundtree,  468 

4.  A  party  cannot  complain  of  a  charge,  which,  when  construed  with 
reference  to  the  eyidence,  is  too  fayorable  to  him,  or  is  without  injury.  458 

5.  When  the  bill  of  exceptions  sets  out  all  the  eyidence,  an  erroneous 
affirmatiye  charge,  which  is  shown  to  be  abstract,  furnishes  no 
ground  of  reyersal.  458 

6.  In  assumpsit  for  breach  of  warranty  of  the  soundness  of  a  horse, 

which  became  blind  within  a  month  after  the  sale,  a  charge  based 
upon  the  condition  of  his  ejes  at  the  time  of  sale,  is  abstract,  when 
the  only  eyidence  before  the  jury  relates  to  their  condition  a  month 
preyious  to  that  time.— Brown  y.  Jones,  468 

7.  The  statute  authorising  the  summoning  of  a  jury  to  try  any  ques- 
tion ot  fact  touching  the  yalidity  of  a  will  (Clay's  Digest,  804,  §  85), 
vests  in  the  court  trying  the  issue  a  more  enlarged  discretion  than 
is  ordinarily  exercised  by  courts  in  trying  issues  in  ciyil  causes.— 

£x  parte  Edward  Henry,  638 

8.  The  yalidity  of  a  will  of  realty  and  personalty  was  contested  on  three 
grounds,  yis.,  because  it  was  not  signed  by  the  subscribing  witnesses 
in  the  presence  of  the  testator ;  because  the  testator,  at  the  time 
of  its  execution,  was  of  unsound  mind  and  memory  ;  and  because  it 
was  procured  by  fhiud  and  undue  influence  on  the  part  of  the  testa- 
tor's wife ;  the  jury  haying  returned  a  yerdict  finding  it  inyalid 
generally,  the  court,  on  motion  of  the  contestant,  inquired  on  what 
ground  their  yerdict  was  predicated,  to  which  one  of  their  number 
replied,  "  principally  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  signed  in  the 
presence  of  the  testator" ;  and  the  court  then  ordered  them  to 
retire  and  find  another  yerdict :  Held,  that  the  contestant  could  not 
haye  a  mandamus  for  judgment  on  this  first  verdict.  688 

9.  Where  a  verdict,  finding  the  will  invalid,  is  rejected  by  the  court 
on  the  motion  of  the  contestant  himself,  he  cannot  afterwards  have 

a  mandamtu  for  judgment  on  it.  688 
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10.  Where  the  Jury  return  a  general  yerdiot  finding  tibie  wiU  invalid » 
but  state  to  the  court  that  their  verdict  is  not  predicated  on  any  one 
of  the  grounds  of  contest,  and  that  they  cannot  agree  upon  any  one 

of  them,  their  verdict  may  be  rejected.  688 

11.  A  charge,  when  asked  by  either  party,  or  affirmatively  given  by 
the  court,  should  be  so  framed  as  not  to  exclude  from  the  considera- 
tion of  the  jury  any  portion  of  the  evidence  which  might  exert  an 
influence  over  their  verdict. — Reese  v.  Beck,  ex'r  &c.,  651 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 

1.  In  a  case  of  homicide,  to  justify  the  killing,  it  is  not  sufficient  that 
the  deceased  had  the  means  at  hand  to  effect  a  deadly  purpose,  but 
he  must  have  indicated,  by  some  act  or  demonstration,  at  the  time 
of  the  killing,  a  present  intention  to  carry  out  such  purpose,  thereby 
indu<*ing  a  reasonable  belief  on  the  part  of  the  slayer  that  it  was 
necessary  to  deprive  him  of  life  to  save  his  own ;  and  if  the  evidence 
shows  no  such  act  or  demonstration,  no  question  on  the  law  of  self- 
defence  arises.— Harrison  v.  The  State,  67 

2.  U  one  man  deliberately  kill  another,  to  prevent  a  mere  trespass  upon 
property,  whether  such  trespass  could  or  could  not  be  otherwise 
prevented,  it  is  murder.  67 

8.  When  an  indictment  charges  the  defendant  with  «  harboring  and 
concealing"  a  runaway  slave,  he  may  be  convicted  on  proof  of  either 
harboring  or  concealing.— MoElhaney  v.  The  8tate,  71 

4.  The  terms'*  harbor"  and  *<  conceal,"  as  used  in  the  fourteenth  sec- 
tion of  the  fourth  chapter  of  the  Penal  Code  (Clay's  Bigest  419  §  14), 
are  descriptive  of  two  offences :  a  person  may  be  convicted  of  ^'  har- 
boring," on  proof  that  he,  knowing  the  slave  to  be  a  runaway,  fed 
her,  or  Aimished  her  with  shelter  and  the  like,  to  enable  her  to 
remain  away  from  her  master,  or  to  deprive  her  master  of  her  ser- 
vice, although  he  may  not  have  **  concealed"  her.  71 

6.  In  a  case  of  assault  and  battery,  fourteen  witnesses  were  summoned 
by  the  State  to  sustain  the  character  of  the  prosecutor,  but  none  of 
them  was  called  on  the  trial,  the  prosecutor  having  died  two  or  three 
months  previous  thereto:  Held,  that  the  defendant, 'having  been  con- 
victed, should  be  taxed  with  the  costs  of  their  attendance,  it  not  being 
shown  that  they  were  summoned  after  the  death  of  the  prosecutor, 
nor  that  his  death  was  known  to  the  solicitor. — Barrett  v.  The  State,    74 

6.  Under  an  indictment  for  selling  spirituous  liquors  to  a  free  person 
of  color,  the  State  may  prove  the  status  of  the  person  to  whom  the 
liquor  was  sold  by  evidence  of  hearsay  and  general  reputation.-* 
Tucker  v.  The  State.  77 

7.  An  administratrix  who  has  possession  of  a  slave  belonging  to  her 
intestate's  estate,  is  his  mistrens,  within  the  purnew  of  the  statute 
against  selling  or  delivering  spirituous  liquors  to  a  slave  without  an 
orier  in  writing  signed  by  his  *<  master  or  overseer." — Boltze  v. 
The  State,  89 

8.  An  order  in  writing  signed  by  a  person  who  is  neither  the  master 
nor  overseer  of  the  slave  to  whom  the  liquor  was  soldi  is  no  proteo- 
tion  to  the  leUtf.  89 
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0.  U»d«r  a  count  in  an  indictment  for  gaming,  charging  the  defendant 
with  playing  cards  "  at  a  storefaonBe  then  and  there  for  retailing 
■pIrituouB  liqvors,"  no  conviction  can  he  had,  npon  proof  that  the 
playing  took  place  <*  near  a  house  formerly  need  for  retailing,  but 
which  was  not  then  so  nsed."~Logan  v.  The  State,  182 

10.  Where  the  aocveed  may  be  conTicted,  under  the  indictment/  of 
murder  in  the  first  degree,  he  is  entitled  to  the  number  of  peremp- 
tory challenges  allowed  in  prosecutions  of  that  ofience ;  and  it  is, 
therefore,  no  objection  to  the  form  of  Indictment  prescribed  by  the 
Code  (p.  698),  that  it  does  not  distinguish  between  the  different 
dtgrees  of  murder.— NolesT.  The  State.  672 

11.  The  fifth  article  of  the  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States,  which  declares  that'"  no  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for 
a  capital  or  otherwise  infamous  crime,  unless  on  presentment  or 
indictment  of  a  grand  jury,"  does  not  restrict  the  States,  in  the 

k  prosecution  ef  capital  or  infamous  crimes,  to  the  common  law  in* 
diotments.  Those  amendments  were  demanded  by  the  States  as 
safe-guards  against  encroachmenta  on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
emmant,  and  were  not  designed  to  restrict  their  own  powers.      673 

12.  The  tenth  and  twelfth  sections  of  the  first  article  of  our  State  con- 
stitution do  not  restrict  the  powers  of  the  Legislature  to  enaot  laws 
defining  ofEenoes  and  their  punishment,  and  preseribing  the  fbims  of 
indictments  suited  to  them,  as  well  as  the  mode  of  trying  thenu 
If  the  form  of  indictment  prescribed  by  the  statute  contains  such  an 
accusation,  at  the  suit  of  the  State,  found  to  be  true  by  the  oaths  of 
a  grand  jury,  as  furnishes  to  the  accused  reasonable  infonnation  of 
what  he  is  called  on  to  answer,  by  setting  forth  the  oonstituent 
elements  of  the  offence,  it  will  be  sufficient,  although  it  omits  many 
averments  which,  at  common  law,  were  necessary  to  the  validity  of 

an  indictment.  672 

18.  It  was  competent  for  the  Legislature,  by  statute,  to  dispense  with 
the  averment,  in  an  indictment  for  murder,  that  the  offence  was 
committed  within  the  body  of  the  oounl^  in  which  the  indictment 
was  found,  and  to  require  that  faet  to  be  shown  by  the  evidence.  672 
14.  The  caption  of  an  indictment,  showing  when,  where,  and  by  whom 
the  court  was  held,  and  who  were  elected  and  sworn  as  grand  jurors, 
may  be  looked  to,  in  aid  of  the  indictment,  as  a  part  of  the  record.  672 
16.  A  yerdiot  finding  t^  prisoner  guifty  of  murder  in  the  first  degree, 
and  sentencing  him  to  be  hung,  is  sufficient  to  authorize  a  judgment 
of  conviction  and  sentence  of  death.  672 

16.  The  date  of  the  sentence  and  day  of  ezecuiion  may  be  expressed  in 
figures,  instead  of  letters.  672 

17.  An  affidavit  by  a  married  woman,  that  **  she  is  qfraid  her  husband 
will  beat,  wound,  maim,  or  kill  her,  or  do  her  some  bodily  hurt,"  is 
not  sufficient  to  authorise  the  arrest  of  the  husband  (Cede,  §§  8840, 
8341) ;  and  if  the  warrant  of  the  justice  appears  on  its  fiaoe  to  be 
predicated  on  such  an  affidavit,  it  is  void,  and  furnishes  no  protection 

to  the  offioer  eseonting  it.  678 
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1.  In  an  action  against  the  owners  of  a  steamboat  to  reooyer  damages  for 

the  loss  of  a  slave,  who  was  hired  as  a  deck  hand  on  the  boat,  and 
was  killed  in  consequence  of  a  collision  with  another  boat  occasioned 
by  the  negligence  and  want  of  skill  of  the  fonner-s  ofBoere,  one  of  the 
part-owners  acting  as  captain  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  evidence  of 
bis  general  reputation  as  a  steamboat  captain  is  admissible,  as  tending 
to  prove  notice  of  his  incompetency  to  the  defendants. — Cook  &  Scott 
V.  Parham,  21 

2.  In  such  an  action,  a  witnesH  for  plaintiff  was  asked  **  what  was  the 

general  reputation  of  said  defendant  as  a  steamboat  captain,''  and 
answered  "  that  he  had  no  reputation,  for  the  reason  that  he  had  no 
experience,  and  that  he  regarded  him  as  wholly  incompetent  for  such 
a  duty  :    Held,  that  the  question  and  answer  were  admissible.  21 

3.  The  owners  of  the  boat  would  be  responsible  for  the  loss  of  the  slave, 
if  his  death  was  the  legitimate  and  natural  consequence  of  the  col- 
lision, and  the  collision  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defen- 
dants ;  and  if  his  death  was  oocasioned  by  his  own  act  in  leaping 
inte  the  river,  when  Arigbtened  out  of  his  ordinary  presencd  of  mind 
by  the  excitement,  cunfiision  and  danger  caused  by  the  collision,  it 
would  be  the  legitimate  consequence  of  that  collision.  21 

4.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  owners  to  use  due  care  in  providing  competent 
officers  for  the  boat,  and  the  bailor  may  hold  them  responsible  for 
the  neglect  of  this  duty,  although  he  had  the  means  of  knowing  the 
officers*  characters  for  care  and  skill  when  he  hired  his  slave  to 
them.  21 

5.  Where  two  persons  are  employed  in  the  same  general  bnnness  by  a 
eommon  employer,  if  one  is  ii^ured  by  the  negligence  of  the  other, 
the  employer  is  not  responsible  (per  tot.  cur,)  ;  but  whether  this  rule 
applies  to  owners  of  a  steamboat,  when  sued  for  the  loss  of  a  slave 
who  was  hired  as  a  deck  hand  on  the  boat,  and  whose  death  was 
caused  by  a  collision  occasioned  by  the  carelessness  of  the  captain, 
who  was  one  of  the  owners,  qiiere  ?  (Chief  Justice  Chilton  and 
Justice  LiaoN  holding  the  negative,  and  Justices  OoLDTHWArrs  and 
Phblan  the  affirmative.)  21 

6.  If  the  collision  was  caused  by  the  negligence  or  fault  of  the  pilot, 
and  the  owners  had  the  means  of  knowing  that  he  was  careless  and 
reckless,  they  are  responsible  for  the  ixgury.  21 

7.  When  the  act  incorporating  the  municipal  authorities  of  a  city  makes 
it  their^  duty  to  keep  in  repair  the  bridges  and  streets  within  the  cor- 
porate limits,  and  in  consideration  thereof  relieves  them  firom  other 
duties,  an  action  on  the  case  lies  against  them  fcx*  a  neglect  of  this 
duty,  in  favor  of  a  person  who  is  thereby  injured. — Smoot  v.  Mayor, 
Ac.,  of  Wetumpka,  112 

8.  A  count  averring  that  the  bridge  was  private  property,  not  belonging 

to  the  corporation,  and  had  become  a  public  nuisance  from  its  nnsafe 
and  rotten  condition,  and  that  said  corporation,  knowing  this,  failed 
to  abate  it,  as  they  by  law  were  authorized  and  required  to4o,  where- 
by lEc.,  is  bad  on  demurrer ;  the  failure  to  exercise  judicial  power 
properly,  in  the  absence  of  malice  and  corrupt  intentioa,  constitates 
no  grooDd  of  aotioo.  112 
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9.  A  legislative  grant  to  an  Incorporated  company,  conferring  upon  them 
'^  the  exclosiv^  right  and  privilege  of  condacting  and  bringing  water 
for  the  supply  of  the  city  for  the  term  of  forty  years,"  gives  tiiem  no 
right  to  divert  the  water  of  a  running  stream,  to  the  iqjnry  of  ripari- 
an proprietors  without  making  compensation. — Stein  v.  Burden,  130 

10.  An  act  authorizing  the  lessee  of  certain  water  works  to  sue  out  a  writ 
of  ad  quod  damnum,  to  ascertain  the  damage  sustained  by  riparian 
proprietors  from  his  diversion  of  the  water  of  a  running  stream,  does 
not  deprive  a  riparian  proprietor  of  his  common  law  action  for  dama- 
ges, on  the  lessee's  fiulure  to  sue  out  the  writ  190 

11.  A  witness  who  is  well  acquainted  with  the  mill  business,  cannot  give 
his  opinion  as  to  the  damage  sustained  by  plaintiff  by  a  diversion  of 
the  water  fix>m  his  mill,  when  he  is  not  informed  of  the  size  of  the 
stream,  its  supply  of  water,  or  the  quantity  diverted.  130 

12.  No  recovery  can  be  had,  except  by  a  new  action,  for  damages  accruing 
subsequent  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit ;  but  evidence  is  admis- 
sible to  Bhow  the  effect  after  suit  brought  of  a  diversion  of  the  water, 
with  the  view  of  affording  information  to  the  jury  of  the  effect  of  the 
diversion  under  similar  circumstances  before  suit  brought.  130 

13.  Actual  possession  under  claim  of  title  is  sufficient  to  sustain  an  action 
on  the  case  for  diverting  water  f^om  a  mill ;  and  therefore  evidence 
showing  that  plaintiff  had  no  title  to  the  land  on  which  the  mill  was 
situated,  is  inadmissible.  ISO 

14.  A  riparian  proprietor  is  entitled  to  nominal  damages  for  a  diversion  of 

the  water  f^om  his  mill,  without  any  proof  of  actual  damage.  130 

15.  When  justification  and  the  general  issue  are  pleaded  to  an  action  of 
slander,  if  defendant  fails  to  establish  the  former  plea,  it  may  be 
considered  by  the  jury  in  aggravation  of  damages. — Robinson  v. 
Drummond,  130 

16.  In  an  action  on  a  detinue  bond,  counsel  fees  for  defending  the  suit  in 
the  Cuxiuit  Court  are  recoverable  ;  but  counsel  fees  for  defending  in 
the  Supreme  Court,  to  which  the  case  was  removed  by  the  plaintiff 
below,  cannot  be  recovered.  (GoLDTHWArrB,  J.,  dissenting^  held^ 
that  counsel  fees  for  defending  in  both  courts  should  be  allowed.) — 
Ferguson  and  Scott  v.  Baber's  Adm'rs,  402 

17.  If  an  inf%knt  disaffirm  his  contract  of  sale  on  arriving  at  full  age,  and 
sue  his  vendee  for  use  and  occupation,  the  latter  may  recoup  for  valua- 
ble improvements  erected  on  the  land.— Weaver  v.  Jones.  420 

18.  A  writ  of  ne  exeat  was  granted  in  a  chancery  cause,  upon  complainants' 
entering  into  bond  conditioned  that  they  should  "  prosecute  their 
said  bill  and  writ  to  effect,"  or,  failing  therein,  should  pay  to  the  de- 
fendant all  such  costs  and  damages  as  he  might  '*  sustain  ftom  the 
wrongful  filing  of  said  bill,  or  the  wrongful  suing  out  of  said  writ  of 
ne  exeat.*^  The  defendant  having  brought  suit  on  the  bond,  it  was 
held,  that,  although  the  condition  of  the  bond  was  not  complied  with 
by  merely  prosecuting  the  bill  to  effect,  yet  an  order  discharging  the 
defiendaat  from  custody  under  the  writ,  upon  his  delivering  up  to 
complainant  certain  slaves  in  his  possession,  was  not  such  a  iWilnie  to 
prosecute  said  writ  to  effect,  as  would  entitle  the  defendant  to  main- 
tain an  action  on  the  bond  for  damagea— Spivey  y.  McGehee  et  aL,      476 
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19.  In  Ml  ftotion  on  the  case  for  damages  to  plaintiff's  mtU  privileges)  by 

tbD  diversion  of  tiie  water,  it  is  not  necessary  to  mret  the  BMUier  or 
the  means  of  the  cfircrBioa.-*-8tein  v.  Ashbj,  521 

20.  It  is  suflScient,  in  such  an  action,  to  aver  iivjary  to  plaintiff's  mill  ptiv^ 

ileg«ff,  without  alleging  the  existence  of  a  mill.    The  gist  of  the  aotion :      ' 
b^ngthe  invteion  of  the  right,  there  need  be  no  aetqal  daaago,  wtei 
the  act  complained  of  in  of  sneh  a  character  that  its  repetition  or 
eontlnnanee  might  heeome  the  foundation  of  an  advene  right,  521 

MBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 

It  A  deed  of  trnst  held  not  to  be  fnindnlent  on  its  fhee,  which  was  mads 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  preferred  creditor,  whose  debt  was  paafe 
duo,  and  reserved  to  the  grantor  the  use  of  the  property  uotil  the 
creditor  ordered  a  sale.— Lanier  v.  Driver,  149 

2.  The  actual  af<!«ent  of  a  beneflciary  is  not  required  to  a  deed  of  troafe 
which  is  clearly  for  his  benefit.  149 

3.  Where  a  debtor  executes  two  deeds  of  trust  at  different  times,  the  ben^ 
eficiaries  in  the  second  deed  may  enfbrce  the  execution  of  the  troat 
after  the  law  day  of  their  deed,  and  thereftore  cannot  complain  of  the 
negligence  of  the  ot:hem  after  that  time.  149 

4t  If  a  debtor,  in  fuling  circumstances,  executes  a  deed  of  tnut  to  secuno 
some  of  hifl  creditors,  and,  with  the  intent  of  saving  a  portion  of  the 
property  to  himself,  fiuls  to  disolose  ttie  indebtedness  of  one  of  the 
secured  creditors  to  him  on  another  transaction,  ti>is  would  be  a  frnd 
upon  his  creditors,  as  against  any  one  who,  by  assenting  to  the  intent, 
participated  in  the  fhKid.— Ala.  Life  In&  ft  Trust  Go.  v.  Pettway,         544 

6.  If  a  creditor,  knowing  the  insolvency  of  his  debtor,  takes  from  bin  a 
deed  of  trust  to  seenre  the  entire  amount  of  his  debt,  without  disdoa- 
ing  the  Ihct  that  he  is  Indebted  to  the  grantor  on  anotiier  transaction 
not  noticed  In  the  deed,  this  would  be  a  strong  circumstance  against 
him,  and  would  probably  be  conclusive  if  the  indemnity  provided  wa* 
ftilly  adequate  to  the  secured  debt ;  but,  if  the  mortgaged  property 
was  insuJBcient  to  pay  the  secured  debts,  by  an  amount  exceeding  the 
creditor's  indebtedness  to  the  grantor,  or  if  there  were  other  debts  or 
liabilities  not  provided  for  by  the  deed,  exceeding  the  creditor's  said 
indebtedness,  this  would  be  sufficient  to  rebut  every  Inference  of  finaod 
or  dishonesty.  ^  54i 

DEEDS  AND  CONVEYANCES. 

1.  An  unrecorded  mortgage  is  void,  under  the  acts  of  1823  and  1828,  as 
to  a  subsequent  mortgagee  without  notice,  although  his  deed  is  also 
unrecorded.— Foster's  Ex'rs  v.  Bank  of  Georgia  et  al.,  37 

2.  An  instrument,  in  form  a  deed,  containing  a  clauee  of  warranty,  at- 
tested by  two  witnesses,  and  conveying  realty  and  personalty  by  the 
words  ''at  my  death  I  do  hereby  give  and  grant  unto  my  son,*'  held 
a  deed,  and  not  a  will ;  the  evidence  showing  that  it  was  delivered  to 
the  grantee,  who  was  a  cripple,  on  the  day  of  its  date,  and  that  It  was 
intended  as  a  present  provision  for  him,  to  induce  him  to  continue  to 
live  with  the  grantor,  his  mother.^Oolding  v.  Golding's  Adm'r,  122 

3.  A  deed  which  is  void  as  to  third  persons  on  account  of  an  idvtne 

49 
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kolding,  is  neyorthelen  Talid  and  binding  m  between  the  partiee 
tkemselTea ;  and  the  fact  that  the  vendee  was  in  possession,  as  tenant 
of  the  adyerse  holder,  does  not  affect  the  principle. — Abemathy  ▼. 
Boaeman,  169 

4.  In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  coyenant  of  title ,  eridenoe  that  the  rendee 
himself  was  in  possession*  as  tenant  of  an  adverse  holder,  at  the 
time  his  deed  was  executed,  is  not  admissible  for  the  vendor :  the 
fact  that  both  parties  knew  of  the  adverse  holding,  and  that  there 
was  no  f^attd,  does  not  relieve  the  vendor  from  the  liability  to  make 
good  his  covenant.  189 

6.  An  absolute  bill  of  sale  of  a  slave  Ib  not  required  to  he  recorded,  al- 
thoagh  there  is  a  oontemporaneous  agreement  for  the  delivery  of  the 
slave  at  a  ftitare  day.*— Millard's  Adm'rs  v.  Hall,  209 

9,  One  who  is  in  poeseaaion  of  lands  under  a  deed  purporting  to  convey 
them  to  him,  eq)ecially  when  livery  of  seizin  accompanied  the  delive- 
ly  of  the  deed,  has  color  of  title,  and  may,  when  saed  in  trespass  l^ 
a  patentee  from  the  United  States,  contest  the  validity  of  plaintiff's 
patent— Saltmarah  et  al.  v.  Crommelln,  347 

7.  Where  a  plaintiff  claims  under  an  absolute  conveyance  in  fee  from  de- 

fendant, parol  evidence  of  a  contemporaneous  verbal  agreement  for 
the  retention  of  possession  by  the  defendant  until  he  had  made  an- 
other crop  on  the  land,  varies  tiixe  legal  effect  of  the  deed,  and  is 
therefore  inadmiBsible.— Melton  v.  li^tkins,  433 

&  Gertidn  boundaries  are  of  more  importance  than  quantity  in  designa- 
ting landa  Therefore,  where  a  patent  calls  for  a  sub-division  of  a 
fractional  quarter  section,  described  as  lying  north  of  a  certain  creek 
and  containing  a  specified  number  of  acres,  it  embraces  all  the  land 
in  the  sub<divlsion  north  of  the  creek,  although  the  actual  number  of 
acres  exoeeds  the  number  specified  in  the  patent-— Stein  v.  Aehby,       521 

DBEDS  OF  TRUST. 

See  Fbaudulbnt  Convktaxcbs. 
Dbbtor  akd  Greditob. 

DEPOSITIONS. 

1.  When  a  deposition  shoe's  on  its  face  that  the  commissioner  by  whom 
it  was  taken  was  not  very  expert  in  such  matters,  the  court  will  look 
to  this  curcumstance  in  gathering  the  meaning  of  the  witness  from 
the  ixMpt  expressions  used.— Nelson  v.  Iverson,  9 

2.  The  objection  that  an  answer  is  not  responsive  to  the  interrogatory, 
comes  too  late  at  the  trial.  9 

3.  If  a  party  fails  to  olject  to  an  interrogatory  which  asks  for  a  conclu- 
sion of  law,  he  cannot  object  to  the  answer,  if  it  is  responsire. — Town- 
send  et  al.  V.  Jefnnes'  Adm'r,  329 

4.  It  is  no  objection  to  a  deposition  taken  on  interrogatories,  that  in  star 

ting  the  name  of  the  case  in  the  commissson,  the  plaintiff  is  represen- 
ted as  suing  individually,  instead  of  as  executor ;  the  commission,  in 
such  oase,  may  be  amended  by  the  interrogatories.— Reese  v.  Beck, 
«^,  Ac.,  651 
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DEPOSITIONS— OoNTiNuxD. 

6.  The  depodikm  of  a  witneas  may  be  taken,  on  the  affldayit  of  the  attor- 
ney of  the  pairty  wiehing  it  that  the  witnees  is  nnable  to  attend  court 
•becaoae  of  uckneas  and  great  bodily  infirmity.  661 

a,  "Where  notice  of  the  taking  of  a  deposition  on  interrogatories  is  ad- 
dressed to  the  attorneys  at  law,  by  their  firm  name  (without  stating 
that  they  are  attorneys  at  law),  by  whom  the  declaration  was  filed,  it 
will  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  any  denial  on  their  part,  to  hare 
been  addressed  to  them  in  the  same  character  in  which  they  filed  the 
declaration ;  and  if  the  notice  is  executed  by  the  sberiif  on  a  person 
bearing  the  same  name  with  one  of  the  partners  of  the  firm,  it  will  be 
presumed  that  the  sheriff  did  his  duty,  and  tliat  the  person  on  whom 
the  notice  was  served  was  a  partner  of  the  firm.  661 

7.  When  a  deposition  is  taken  in  strict  conformity  to  the  statute,  in  every 
particular,  except  that  the  commissioner  neglects  to  attach  his  seal  to 
his  certifioAte,  an  olgection  to  its  regularity  comes  too  late  at  the 
trial.  651 

DETINUE. 

1.  If  an  administrator  in  chief  make  a  loan  or  gratuitous  bailment  of  a 

slave  belonging  to  the  estate,  both  he  and  his  bailee  are  guilty  of  a 
conversion  ;  but  the  administrator  himself  cannot  avoid  the  bailment, 
nor  sue  for  the  recovery  of  the  property.— Lawson's  Adm'r  v.  Lay's 
Ex'r,  184 

2.  The  statute  of  limitations  begins  to  run  in  favor  of  the  loanee  or 

gratuitous  bailee  of  the  administrator  in  chief,  (torn  the  time  of  the 
appointment  of  an  administrator  de  bonis  non,  184 

3.  If  the  loanee  of  the  administrator  marry,  and  her  husband  come  into 
poflsession  of  the  slave,  he  is  liable  for  damages  in  detinue,  both  for  his 
own  detention  and  that  of  his  wife  before  marriage.  184 

4.  And  if  he  die  before  suit  brought,  and  the  slave  come  to  the  possession 

of  his  executor  as  assets,  the  latter  is  liable  for  his  own  detention  and 
that  of  his  testator,  and  no  demand  is  necessary.  184 

5.  A  release  from  a  stranger,  or  a  transfer  of  all  his  interest  in  the  pro- 
perty, is  admisrible  evidence  for  the  defendant  in  detinue,  as  tending 

to  show  title  in  himself.— Slaughter  V.  Cunningham,  260 

6.  In  an  action  on  a  detinue  bond,  counsel  fees  for  defending  the  suit  in 
the  Circuit  Court  are  recoverable  ;  but  counsel  fees  for  defending  in 
the  Supreme  Court,  to  which  the  case  was  removed  by  the  plaintiff 
below,  cannot  be  recovered.  (GrOLDTHWArrE,  J.,  dissentingt  heldy 
that  counsel  fees  for  defending  in  both  courts  should  be  allowed.) — 
Ferguson  and  Scott  v.  Baber's  Adm'rs,  402 

DISCONTINUANCE. 

1.  A  case  having  been  taken  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  State  to  the 
Snx>reme  Court  of  the  United  States,  tiie  judgment  was  there  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded,  but  the  certificate  of  reversal  did  not  reach 
the  former  court  until  after  the  lapse  of  more  than  nine  years :  Held^ 
that  this  did  not  operate  a  discontinuance  of  the  cause.— Doe  ex  dem. 
Brown  &  Wifb  v.  Clements  t  Hunt,  864 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


EJECTJfENT. 

1.  An  administrator  df  a  solvent  estotc  nwy,  in  ttliB  Stale,  nuontaia 
ejectment  for  the  laud  of  bis  intestate .-^Groldiog  v.  Golding's  AdiB>,  122 

2i  After  the  rendition  of  a  judgment  in  cyectment  for  the  plaintill^  the 
parties  entered  into  a  written  agreemeiit,  fixiag  a  diferent  boundary 
line  from  that  ascertained  by  the  judgment ;  at  the  bottom  of  tUe 
agreement  was  written,  in  the  baodwritiiig  of  the  preeiding  judge, 
this  memoraudum :  *'  The  judgment  heretofore  rendered  in  this  case 
is  set  aside,  and  the  foregoing  agreement ;''  and  the  agreement  wae 
entered  on  the  minutes  of  the  court  at  the  sane  tem :  Heidj  that 
this  was  not  sufficient  evidence  to  authorize  the  renditioo  of  a  judg- 
ment nunc  pro  tunc  at  a  subsequent  term,  and  that  the  previouB 
Judgment  was  valid  and  subsisting. — Chighizola*8  Heirs  v.  Doe  ex  dem. 
Eslava,  237 

ERROR. 

1.  When  evidence  is  offered  and  admitted  for  a  purpose  for  which  it  is 

inadmissible,  its  admission  is  not  an  error  wlilch  will  revene,  if  the 
record  also  diows  that  it  was  admissible  for  another  puipoee;  if  the 
opposite  party  wishes  to  limit  its  effect,  he  mnst  do  so  l^  reqaeating 
Instructions  to  the  jury.— Cook  ^  Scott  v.  Padiam,  21 

2.  When  a  general  objection  is  made  to  an  entixe  answer,  a  portion  of 
which  only  is  objectionable,  it  is  not  error  to  sustain  the  oljectioQ  and 
exclude  the  whole  answer. — Gibson  v.  Hatchett  &  Brother,  201 

3.  The  erroneous  exclusion  of  redundant  evidence,  is  not  available  on 
error,  as  no  injury  results  from  it.  201 

4.  When  the  facts  in  evidence  show  a  sufficient  explanation  of  the  vendor's 

retention  of  possession,  the  party  alleging  firaud  cannot  oonqdain  on 
error  that  the  court  referred  to  the  juiy  the  question  of  thmr  sulll- 
ciency.— Millard's  Adm'rs  v.  Hall,  201 

5.  When  the  record  shows  an  error  in  the  conditional  adnusrion  of  evi- 
dence, it  must  also  show  tiiat  the  error  was  recited  or  cured  by  the 
introduction  of  the  proper  preliminaxy  proof,  or  the  judgment  will 
be  reversed :  the  Appellate  Court  will  not  presume  that  the  eiTor  was 
corrected,  or  deprived  of  its  injurious  effects,  because  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions does  not  purport  to  set  out  all  the  evidence.-*-Moore  v. 
Clay,  236 

6.  The  practice  of  admitting  illegal  evidence,  and  afterwards  exolnding 
it»  is  improper,  because  of  the  difficulty  of  eradicating  from  the 
minds  of  the  jury  the  impression  which  the  evidence  ma^  have  made; 
but,  where  the  record  shows  a  clear  and  unequivocal  ehaige,  with- 
drawing and  excluding  such  evidence  from  the  consideration  of  the 
jury,  its  admission  is,  at  most,  error  without  injury.— Florey's 
Executor  v.  Florey,  Mi 

7.  In  debt  on  an  administration  bond,  it  is  error  to  render  judgment  final 
against  the  principal  and  his  sureties,  without  the  intervention  of  a 
juiy.— Amason  et  al.  v.  Nash,  Judge  Jcc,  279 

8.  Where  the  plaintiff 'S  evidence  is  all  aet  out  in  his  bUl  of  exoqttioQa, 

and  shows  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover,  the  judgment  in  fhvor  of 
the  defendant  will  not  be  reversed,  on  error  or  fl4»peal,no  matter  vhsi 
may  have  been  the  rulings  of  the  court  below.— Jones  v,  Grahaaiy       460 
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BRKOR— Continued. 

9.  A  party  cannot  complain  of  a  charge,  which,  when  construed  with  rof- 

erenoe  to  the  evidence,  is  too  favorable  td  him,  or  is  without  injury. — 
Salmons  v.  Ronndtrcc.  458 

10.  In  civil  cases,  no  errors  will  be  noticed  which  are  not  assigned.— 

Inter's  Adm'r  V.  Darby,  496 

IL  The  sustaining  of  a  demurrer  to  a  special  plea,  when  the  facts  stated 
in  it  may  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue^  is  not  an  error 
for  which  the  judgment  will  be  reversed. — Stein  v.  Ashby^  521 

ESGH£AT. 

1.  The  property  of  a  free  negro,  who  dies  intestate,  escheats  to  the  State, 

when  there  are  no  persons  who  can  claim  as  heir»«t-Iaw ;  and  if 
the  State,  by  act  of  the  Legislature,  afterwards  relinquishes  all  its 
rights  to  the  intestate's  children,  bom  of  two  female  slaves  with  whom 
he  cohabited,  neither  set  of  children  is  in  a  conditon  to  insist  on  the 
neeesBity  of  an  inquisition  to  vest  title  in  the  State.— Malinda  and 
Sarah  v.  Gardner,  et  al.,  /  719 

2.  Slavefl  which  have  escheated  to  the  State  may  be  emancipated  by  an 

act  of  the  Legislature,  and  the  validity  of  the  act  can-  only  be  ques- 
tioned by  one  who  shows  a  right  of  property  in  himself.  719 

ESTATES  OF  D£G£AS£D  PERSONS. 

1.  The  statute  which  authorises  the  slaves  and  servants  of  which  a 
decedent  was  possessed  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  which  were 
employed  in  making  a  crop,  to  be  continued  on  the  plantation  in  his 
ooeupaiion  at  the  time  of  his  death,  until  the  last  day  of  December 
fbllowing,  embraces  all  the  plantations  belonging  to  him  and  culti- 
vated by  him  at  that  time.— Pinokard's  Distributees  v.  Pinckard's 
Administrators,  250 

2.  Under  this  statute  an  administrator  is  authorized  to  fumish  the 
widow  and  children  of  the  decedent  with  all  things  necessary  to  their 
comfortable  support,  according  to  their  respective  condition  and 
wants ;  but  he  must  keep  an  account  against  each,  to  be  charged 
upon  his  respective  distributive  share ;  and  such  expenses  enly  aB 
are  indispensable  to  the  cultivation  of  the  plantation,  are  a  charge 
upon  the  estate,  to  be  deducted  from  the  proceeds  of  the  crops.  250 

8.  The  domestic  servants  employed  about  the  household  at  the  time  of 
the  decedent's  death,  may  be  allowed  to  remain  with  his  family 
until  the  end  of  the  year,  for  their  use,  free  of  charge ;  the  town  res- 
idence of  the  family*  and  the  plantation  a  few  miles  distant,  consti- 
tute but  one  establishment.  250 

4.  The  decedent  having  died  in  February,  after  he  had  commenced 
planting,  his  administrator  kept  up  the  plantation  during  the  year, 
and  made  a  crop :  He  was  held  entitled,  on  final  settlement,  to  a 
credit  for  his  expenses  in  going  to  Montgomery  to  sell  the  cotton 
belonging  to  the  estate.  250 

5.  Two  days'  services  of  an  auctioneer,  in  selling  the  property  of  tiie 

estate,  held  a  proper  charge  against  the  estate  on  final  settlement.     250 

6.  An  administrator  is  entitled  to  a  credit  for  reasonable  counsel  fees 

paid  for  prosecuting  and  defending  the  interests  of  the  estate.  250 
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ESTATES  OF  DECEASED  PERSONS^Oontinuxd. 

7.  AIbo,  to  reaaonftble  oonnsel  fees  for  serrioes  rendered  on  final  lettle- 
ment  with  the  Probate  Court,  although  exceptioiiB  were  sutained 

to  soTeral  items  in  his  accounts  and  Touchers.  250 

8.  Expense  of  repairs  to  household  furniture  belonging  to  the  estate  is 
properly  allowed,  when  the  yalue  of  the  farnitnre  is  thereby  increased 

to  that  extent.  2G0 

0.  Counsel  fees  paid  for  prosecuting  the  widow's  right  to  dower,  and 
her  account  for  medical  services  rendered  after  her  husband's 
death,  are  personal  charges  against  her,  and  not  against  the  estate.  250 

10.  Counsel  fees  paid  for  guardian  ad  litem  for  the  minor  heirs,  are  a 
personal  charge  against  them*  and  not  against  tho  estate.  250 

11.  Fire  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  the  estate  held  a  reasonable  allow- 
ance to  the  administrator,  where  he  had  managed  the  plantation 
for  nearly  a  year,  and  raised  a  crop  ;  the  value  of  the  estate  being 
about  $25,000.  250 

12.  The  allowance  to  an  administrator  of  a  credit  for  the  cost  of  a  tomb- 
stone erected  over  the  deceased,  must  depend,  in  each  case,  upon 
the  value  of  the  estate  and  the  desire  of  the  deceased,  as  expressed 
by  him  orally  or  in  his  will.  In  a  case  where  the  estate  amounted 
to  about  $8,000,  and  was  bequeathed  to  collateral  relations,  the  tes- 
tator leaving  neither  widow  nor  children,  the  administrator  was 
allowed  a  credit  for  $210,  the  cost  of  a  marble  tombstone,  for  which 
the  testator  had  expressed  a  wish. — BendalPs  Distributees  v.  Ben- 
dairs  Administrator.  295 

13.  An  administrator  is  not  entitled  on  final  settlement  to  a  credit  for 
counsel  fees  and  cost  paid  by  him  in  a  chancery  suit  (which  he  had 
instituted  against  the  legatees  to  restrain  them  tram  proceedings  in 
the  Court  of  Probate  to  compel  a  partial  settlement  of  his  adminis- 
tration), his  bill  having  been  dismissed  for  want  of  equity.  '296 

14.  An  administrator  placed  certain  notes  in  the  hands  of  his  law 
partner  for  collection,  who  collected  some  of  them  by  dne  course  of 
law,  filled  up  writs  in  other  cases  (but  never  issued  them,  or  dock- 
eted the  cases  in  court),  and  received  the  money  from  the  debtors 
in  all  the  other  cases  without  suit.  The  court  allowed  him  a 
credit  for  two  and  a  half  per  cent,  on  the  entire  amount  collected, 
for  commissions  paid  to  the  attorney,  and  it  u>as  held  no  error  of 
which  the  distributees  could  complain.  295 

15.  An  administrator  rightly  allowed  {in  this  ease)  a  credit  for  $150, 
the  amount  of  counsel  fees  paid  by  him  to  two  attorneys  for  ser- 
vices rendered  on  his  final  settlement ;  the  value  of  the  estate  being 
about  $8,000,  and  the  distributees  contesting  many  of  his  accounts 
and  vouchers,  some  of  which  were  rejected.  295 

10.  Also,  to  five  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  his  receipts  as  commissions, 
no  wilAil  default  or  gross  negligence  being  proved  against  him.  295 

17.  If  an  administrator  wishes  to  discharge  himself  from  the  payment  of 
interest,  he  should  make  the  a£Sdavit  required  by  the  statute  when 
his  account  is  stated  by  the  court  on  the  day  of  settlement ;  if  the 
distributees  are  taken  by  surprise,  the  court  may  continue  the  cause, 
to  give  them  an  opportunity  to  examine  into  the  facta  and  oonteat 
the  affidavit.  SI5 
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18.  }f  the  widow  fails  to  pTesent  her  clum  for  her  distributive  share  of 
her  deceased  husband's  estate  to  his  personal  representatiTes  until 
alter  the  estate  has  been  finally  settled  by  due  course  of  law,  her 
remedy  against  him  and  his  sureties  is  gone,  and  she  must  follow 
the  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  heir  or  distributee. — ^Turner  et  al.  y. 
Cole,  864 

19.  A  testator  appointed  his  widow  guardian  of  his  minor  children  aild 
executrix  of  his  will,  and  directed  the  share  of  each  child  to  be  paid 
on  its  arriving  at  full  age  ;  a  division  of  the  estate  was  after- 
wards had  between  the  widow  and  children,  by  persons  duly 
appointed  by  the  Orphans  Court,  but  no  settlement  was  made  with 
the  court ;  after  the  widow's  death,  her  administrators  were  cited,  , 
by  one  of  the  testator's  legatees,  to  settle  her  executorship,  an4  ^Ix), 
by  one  of  her  distributees,  to  settle  their  administration  on  her 
estate:  after  due  notice,  all  the  parties  in  interest  appeared,  and 

**  it  was  agreed  that  both  estates  should  be  blended  and  considered 
as  one,  as  the  parties  in  interest  to  both  were  precisely  the  same" ; 
and  a  settlement  was  made,  and  a  decree  rendered  accordingly : 
Held,  on  error  assigned  by  the  administrators,  that  the  decree  was 
erroneous,  because  the  two  estates  could  not  be  thus  consolidated 
by  the  Probate  Court. — Richardson's  Administrators  v.  Richard- 
son et  al.,  895 

20.  If  the  executor,  in  accounting  on  settlement  with  one  distributee  or 

legatee,  has  acoounted  for  less  than  he  might  have  been  charged  with, 
this  does  not  give  another  legatee  any  right  to  a  greater  interest  in 
the  residue^ — Montgomery  v.  Givhan  ct  al.  668 

ESTOPPEL. 

1.  If  defendant's  lot  is  in  possession  of  a  trespasser,  or  of  one  claiming 
title  in  himself  or  a  third  person,  defendant  is  not  liable  for  the 
erection  or  repairs  of  a  partition  fence ;  but  if  he  consent,  as  owner, 
to  the  erection  of  the  fence,  and  it  is  made  by  the  adjoining  proprie-  , 
tor  upon  the  consent  thus  given,  he  is  estopped  from  denying  his 
liability.— Moore  v.  Levert,  810 

2.  When  a  person  who  is  about  to  purchase  a  note  given  for  the  hire 
of  a  slave,  applies  to  the  maker  for  information  concerning  it,  and 
is  assured  by  the  latter  that  he  has  no  defence  against  it,  this  does 
not  preclude  the  maker,  when  sued  by  the  purchaser,  from  setting  . 
up  a  subsequent  failure  of  consideration,  arising  out  of  the  payee's 
conduct  in  reoeiving  the  slave,  who  ran  away  before  the  expiration 
of  the  term  of  hiring,  and  refusing  to  deliver  him  up  on  demand.-^ 
Maury  v.  Coleman,  881 

3.  If  a  slave  is  hired  for  a  particular  service,  and  is  afterwards  em- 
ployed in  a  different  one,  this  is  a  conversion  for  which  the  owner 
may  bring  trover,  and  recover  the  value  of  the  slave  with  interest 
from  the  time  of  conversion ;  but  if,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  con- 
version before  the  expiration  of  the  term,  he  receives  the  stipulated 
hire  for  the  entire  term,  he  is  estopped  from  afterwards  bringing 
trover.— Moseley  v.  Wilkinson,  411 

|.    An  act  or  admission,  to  oonclnde  a  party  from  afterwards  ftirnftrting 
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»  right,  nittst  be  plaiBljrinoonristent  with  that  right,  and  mi»t  haT« 
bMn  aoted  on  by  the  other  party ;  if  it  w  soMeptible  of  two  con- 
Btrnotions,  oneof  whioh  18  consistont  with  that  right,  it  forma  no 
«Btoiipe1.->Ware  v.  0owl«6,  446 

6.  When  tiie  piuperty  of  the  surety,  by  his  oonaeot,  is  sold  under  exeoa- 
tion  against  his  principal  (the  surety  not  being  a  party  to  the  judg- 
ment), and  is  bought  in  by  the  prinoipal,  through  an  agent,  and 
sent  baok  to  the  surety's  house,  th«  prinoipal,  although  he  after- 
wards pays  the  debtnnder  which  the  property  Is  sold,  cannot  inroke 
the  doctrine  of  estc^pel  to  defeat  the  8«reity*8  titlo.'—Pond  t. 
Wadsworth,  681 

6.  The  act  of  the  agent,  in  sending  the  property  back  to  the  surety'^ 
hoQit,  where  the  principal  Also  lived,  if  intended  as  a  ddirory  to 
the  prinoipal,  would  vest  the  title  in  him  by  the  deiiTery,  and 
nothing  oonld  pass  by  a  subsequent  bill  of  sale  to  bis  adminifitrntor 
in  trust  for  his  estate ;  bat  th«  acceptance  of  sooh  a  bill  ef  sale  by 
the  administrator  would  not  preclude  him  item  deduoing  title 
through  his  intestate  under  the  previous  sate  oenaummated  by 
delivery.  681 

EYIDSNCE. 

1.  When  one  party  has  adduced  in  evidence  a  part  of  a  conversation, 
the  other  has  the  right  to  call  for  the  whole  of  it. — Nelson  v.  Iverson,      9 

2.  In  laying  the  predicate  to  impeach  a  witness,  his  attention  having 
been  directed  to  a  conversation  had  by  him  twenty  years  before, 
**in  the  sprinf^  of  the  year,"  person  and  place  being  specified,  evi- 
dence of  contradictory  statements  made  by  him  in  Fehrwiry  of  that 
year,  in  a  conversation  otherwise  corresponding  with  that  Ifud,  is 
admissible;  the  rule  only  requires  that  his  attention  should  be 
directed  with  reasonable  certainty  to  the  time,  place  and  person 

>  involved  in  the  supposed  contradiction.  9 

Sm  In  detinue  fbr  a  slave,  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  parol  gift  flrom  his 
maternal  uncle,  and  the  character  of  his  mother's  possession  (whether 
she  held  as  guardian  for  her  infant  son,  or  under  a  loan  as  a  nurse 
to  herself)  was  disputed :  Held^  that  her  declaration,  while  in  pos- 
session, that  the  slave  belonged  to  her  brother,  was  admissible 
evidence  against  the  plaintiff.  9 

4.    In  suoh  case,  evidence  that  plaintiff's  grantor  *^  was  in  the  habit  of 
controlling  the  slaves'*  while  in  possession  of  plaintiffs  mother,  is 
also  admissible.  9 

6.  Bat  evidence  that  the  grantor  ^'usually  supplied  her  (plaintiffs 
mother)  with  a  nurse,  and  when  one  became  too  large  for  that 
purpose,  he  would  take  it  away  and  supply  another,"  is  not,  of  itself, 
admissible.  9 

6.  The  declaration  of  a  person  while  in  possession  of  a  slave,  "  that  she 
was  his,  and  he  intended  to  keep  her,'*  is  admissible  evidence  as  ex- 
planatory of  his  possession ;  but  a  eolaration  not  conneoted  with 
possession,  is  not  admissible.  0 

7.  When  the  situation  of  a  witness  is  ituch,  that  if  a  certain  fact  had 
sxiitedho  would  probably  have  known  it,  his  wimt  of  knowledge  is 
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some  OTidence,  though  slight,  that  it  did  not  exist ;  and  in  such 
case,  he  will  be  allowed  to  state,  that  if  the  fact  existed  he  did  not 
know  it.  9 

8.  Ownership  is  a  fact  to  which  a  witness  may  testify.  9 

9.  In  an  action  against  the  owners  of  a  steamboat  to  recover  damages  for 

the  loss  of  a  slave,  who  was  hired  as  a  deck  hand  on  the  boat,  and 
was  killed  in  consequence  of  a  collision  with  another  boat  occasioned 
by  the  negligence  and  want  of  skill  of  the  former's  officers,  one  of  the 
part-owners  acting  as  captain  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  evidence  of 
bis  general  reputation  as  a  steamboat  captain  is  admissible,  as  tending 
to  prove  notice  of  his  incompetency,  to  the  defendants. — Cook  &  Scott 
V.  Parham,  21 

10.  In  such  an  action,  a  witness  for  plaintiff  was  asked  "  what  was  the 

general  reputation  of  said  defendant  as  a  steamboat  captain,"  and 
answered  "  that  he  had  no  reputation,  for  the  reason  that  he  had  no 
experience,  and  that  he  regarded  him  as  wholly  incompetent  for  aach 
a  duty  :    Held,  that  the  question  and  answer  were  admissible.  21 

11.  When  evidence  is  offered  and  admitted  for  a  purpose  for  which  it 
is  inadmissible,  its  admission  is  not  an  error  which  will  reverse,  if 
the  record  also  shows  that  it  was  admisible  for  another  purpose ;  if 
the  opposite  party  wishes  to  limit  its  effect,  he  must  do  so  biy  re- 
questing instructions  to  the  jury.  21 

12.  A  person  acquainted  with  the  navigation  of  the  river,  and  a  wit- 
ness of  the  collision,  may  give  his  opinion  as  an  expert  whether 
the  particular  act  which  occasioned  it  wa«  an  act  of  prudence  and 
discretion  on  the  part  of  the  officers.  21 

13.  Under  an  indictment  for  selling  spirituous  liquors  to  a  free  person 
of  color,  the  State  may  prove  the  status  of  the  person  to  whom  the 
liquor  was  sold  by  evidence  of  hearsay  and  general  reputation. — 
Tucker  v.  The  State,  77 

14.  A  witness  who  is  well  acquainted  with  the  mill  business,  cannot  give 

his  opinion  as  to  the  damage  sustained  by  plaintiff  by  a  diversion  of 
the  watei'  from  his  mill,  when  he  is  not  informed  of  the  size  of  the 
stream,  its  supply  of  water,  or  the  quantity  diverted.— Stein  v.  Burden.  180 
16.  No  recovery  can  be  had,  except  by  a  new  action,  for  damages  accruing 
subsequent  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit ;  but  evidence  is  admis- 
sible to  show  the  effect  after  suit  brought  of  a  diversion  of  the  water, 
with  the  view  of  affording  information  to  the  jury  of  the  effect  of  the 
diversion  under  similar  cii-cumstances  before  suit  brought  ISO 

16.  Actual  possession  under  claim  of  title  is  sufficient  to  sustain  an  action 

on  the  ca.se  for  diverting  water  from  a  mill ;  and  therefore  evidence 
showing  that  plaintiff  had  no  title  to  the  land  on  which  the  mill  was 
situated,  is  inadmissible.  180 

17.  A  witness  may  state  that  an  aperture  in  a  wall  was  visible  from  a 
certain  point. — Gibson  v.  Hatch ett  &  Brother,  201 

18.  A  building  having  been  consumed  by  fire,  which  entered 
through  an  aperture  in  one  of  the  walls,  a  witness  cannot  state  that 
the  house  might  have  been  saved  if  the  aperture  had  been  closed.        201 

19 .  In  aastanpait  to  recover  for  advances  made  on  cotton,  which  was  des- 
troyed by  fire  while  stored  i^  plaintiff 's  warehouse,  the  defence 

50 
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was,  that  defendant  was  entitled  to  recoup  for  its  loss ;  and  there 
was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  plaintiff  had  contracted  to  store 
the  cotton  in  a  fire-proof  warehouse :  Held,  that  any  evidence, 
however  slight,  which  tended  to  show  defendant's  assent  to  the 
storing  of  his  cotton  in  a  house  not  fire-proof,  was  relevant  and 
admissihle  for  the  plaintiff;  ard  the  fact  that  a  certain  aperture  in 
the  wall,  through  which  the  fire  entered,  was  visible  to  the  defend- 
ant, when  he  had  once  entered  and  examined  the  warehouse  after 
his  cotton  had  been  stored,  was  ralevant  for  this  purpose.  201 

20.  A  witness  having  been  asked,  whether,  if  plaintiff's  warehouse  had 

been  as  good  as  his  own,  it  could  havo  been  saved  by  the  use  of 
ordiuary  diligence,  answered,  "  Had  it  been  as  good  as  mine,  eight 
such  men  could  have  saved  it,  but  Major  Dick  was  one**:  Held,  that 
the  latter  clause  of  the  answer  was  not  responsive  to  the  interrog- 
atory. 201 

21.  When  a  general  objection  is  made  to  an  entire  answer,  a  portion  of 
which  only  is  objectionable,  it  is  not  error  to  sustain  the  objection 
and  exclude  the  whole  answer.  201 

22.  Defendant  may  show  in  what  manner  a  certain  other  warehouse 
«  was  built,  that  it  was  not  burned,  and  the  special  efforts  by  which 
it  was  saved,*'  if  he  first  proves  that  it  was  fire-proof,  and  was 
exposed  to  the  same  damage  as  plaintiff 's ;  but  without  this  prelim- 
inary proof  such  evidence  is  inadmissible.  201 

28.  The  erroneous  exclusion  of  redundant  evidence,  is  not  avidlable  on 
error,  as  no  injury  results  from  it.  201 

24.  An  agreement,  of  record,  that  the  testimony  of  a  witness  *'  shall  be 
considered  as  regularly  taken,,*  does  not  prevent  an  objection  to 
any  portion  of  it  containing  illegal  evidence. — Millard's  Admin- 
istrators V.  Hall,  209 

25.  To  authorize  the  admission  of  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents 
of  an  order  of  sale  made  by  the  court,  its  existence  should  be  first 
proved,  and  its  absence  accounted  for,  or  its  loss  established,  after 
the  requisite  searches  had  been  made  for  it  in  the  proper  office.  200 

26.  Upon  questions  of  insanity,  a  witness  whose  acquaintance  with 
the  party  has  been  such  as  to  enable  him  to  form  a  correct  opinion 
of  his  mental  condition,  may  not  only  depose  to  facts  conducing  to 
establish  unsoundness  of  mind,  but  may  also,  in  connection  with 
those  facts,  give  his  own  opinion  upon  the  question  of  sanity  or 
insanity.— Florey's  Executor  v.  Florey,  241 

27.  The  practice  of  admitting  illegal  evidence,  and  afterwards  excluding 
it.  is  improper,  because  of  the  difficulty  of  eradicating  from  the 
minds  of  the  jury  the  impression  which  the  evidence  may  have  made ; 
but,  where  the  record  shows  a  clear  and  unequivocal  charge,  with- 
drawing and  excluding  such  evidence  f^om  the  consideration  of  the 
jury,  its  admission  is,  at  most,  error  without  injury.  241 

28.  A  transcript  firom  the  records  of  a  foreign  court,  whether  of  general 

or  special  and  limited  jurisdiction,  is  admssible  evidence  in  the 
courts  of  this  State,  if  properly  authenticated ;  and  our  courts  are 
bound  to  presome  that  the  foreign  court  had  jurisdiction  of  thQ 
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sabjeot-matter  upon  ivhion  it  profesaes  to  adjudicate,  until  the  con- 
trary appears. — Slaughter  v.  Cunningham,  260 

29.  Where  plaintiff  claims  as  trustee  for  his  grantor's  children,  under 
a  deed  made  while  said  grantor  was  a  minor,  the  defendant  may 
show  that  the  grantor  disayowed  the  act  after  he  became  of  age. 
and  made  another  disposition  of  the  property  ;  and  for  this  purpose, 
a  deed  of  reyocation  and  a  bill  of  sale  from  the  grantor  to  himself 
are  admissible  evidence.  260 

30.  A  release  from  a  stranger,  or  a  transfer  of  all  his  interest  in  the 
property,  is  admissible  evidence  for  the  defendant  in  detinue,  as 
tending  to  show  title  in  himself.  260 

31.  Defendant  claimed  under  a  bill  of  sale  from  plaintiff  *8  grantor, 
executed  after  he  became  of  age,  and  said  grantor  deriyed  his  title 
from  his  grandfather's  will,  bequeathing  the  slave  to  him  and  his 
elder  brother ;  plaintiff  introduced  evidence  tending  to  show  a  divi- 
sion of  the  slaves  between  the  two  brothers  while  the  younger  was 
a  minor,  and  that  the  elder  was  satisfied  with  it:  Heldy  that 
defendant  might  introduce  rebutting  evidence,  showing  that  the 
elder  brother  was  dissatisfied  with  the  division,  and  that  defendant 
had  paid  him  for  his  claim  to  the  slave  in  suit.  230 

32.  In  assumpsit  for  a  breach  of  warranty  of  the  soundness  of  a  slaye, 
plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  the  deposition  of  the  physician  who 
attended  the  slave  in  her  last  sickness,  whose  testimony  tended  to 
prove  that  she  had  died  of  chronic  pneumonia,  having  never  recoy- 
ered  from  an  attack  of  acute  pneumonia  which  she  had  had  before 
the  sale;  in  answer  to  the  interrogatory,  '<  State  anything  else  you 
may  know  which  will  benefit  the  plaintiff,"  the  witness*  answered, 
*'  As  further  testimony  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  I  offer  the  two  fol- 
lowing cases,  as  having  a  bearing  on  the  case  at  bar,"  and  proceeded 
to  detail  the  history  of  two  cases,  which  he  had  treated,  of  acute 
pneumonia  becoming  chronic;  Held,  that  the  answer  was  not 
admissible  evidence. — ^Bush  &  Co.  v.  Jackson,  278 

38.  Illegal  evidence  may  be  excluded,  on  motion,  at  any  stage  of  the 
cause.  278 

34.  If  a  party  fails  to  object  to  an  interrogatory  which  asks  for  a  concla* 
sion  of  law,  he  cannot  object  to  the  anflwer,  if  it  is  responsive. — Town- 
send  et  al.  v.  Jeffries'  Adm'r,  329 

35.  A  practical  surveyor,  who  testifies  that  he  is  fiuniliar  with  the  peculiar 

marks  used  by  the  United  States'  surveyors  in  their  government  sux^ 
veys,  may  give  his  opinion,  as  an  expert,  whether  a  particular  line 
was  marked  by  them.— Brantly  v.  Swift,  390 

36.  Where  a  plaintiff  claims  under  an  abeolate  conveyance  in  fee  from  de- 

fendant, parol  evidence  of  a  contemporaneous  verbal  agreement  for 
the  retention  of  possession  by  the  defendant  until  he  had  made  an- 
other crop  on  the  land,  varies  the  legal  effect  of  the  deed,  and  is 
therefore  inadmissible.— Melton  v.  Watkins,  433 

37.  The  rule  as  to  contradicting  or  varying  a  written  instrument  by  parol 
proof,  obtains  with  the  same  force  in  equity  as  at  law.  Therefore, 
where]  a  written  contract  recited  that  the  purchase  money  was  to  be 
paid  on  a  speoifled  day,  and  that  the  vendor  wsa  to  make  titles  when 
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the  parchase  money  was  settled  with  him,  and  no  iWmd  or  mtetak^  in 
its  execution  was  alleged,  it  was  held,  that  the  terms  of  the  contract 
conld  not  be  yaried,  in  equity,  by  proof  of  a  eontempbraneons  pKftA 
agreement  ihtt  the  purchase  money  was  not  to  be  paid  on  the  day 
specified,  but  was  to  await  a  settlement  of  accounts  between  the 
parties.-- Ware  y.  Gowles,  446 

38.  A  written  contract  of  sale,  containing  a  warranty  of  eoundness,  is  the 
highest  and  best  eyidence  of  that  warranty,  and  as  such  admisnble  to 
proyo  it,  in  a$$ump9it  for  its  breach,  although  the  consideration 
ayerred  in  the  declaration  is  a  certain  sum  of  money,  while  that  ex- 
pressed in  the  written  contract  is  defendant's  acceptance  for  that 
sum.— Brown  y.  Jones,  463 

39.  Evidence  that  the  goods  were  charged  on  the  merchant's  books  to  the 
person  to  whom  they  were  furnished,  and  that  he  afterwardg  settled 
the  account,  by  paying  a  part  in  cash,  and  giying  his  note  for  the  bal- 
ance, is  proper  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  in  determining 
whether  the  credit  was  giyen  to  him ;  but  if  the  goods  were  sold  on 
the  faith  of  the  written  order,  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties 
must  be  determined  by  it,  and  would  not  \^  affected  by  the  fact  that 
the  merchant  treated  it  as  a  collateral,  instead  of  a  direct  underta- 
king, or  that  he  charged  the  goods  to  the  person  who  obtained  them. 
Scott  y.  Myatt  &  Moore,  489 

40.  A  map,  not  made  under  the  authority  of  the  State,  or  of  the  United 

States,  although  "  generally  receiyed  as  a  correct  representation  of 
what  purports  to  be  shown  or  described  therein,"  is  not  admissible 
evidence.— Stein  v.  Asbby,  621 

41.  Erirlonce  held  sufficient  (in  this  cose)  to  establish  the  existence  and 
bona  fides  of  a  certain  debt  secured  by  a  deed  of  trust,  where  the 
validity  of  the  deed  was  contested  on  the  ground  of  fraud.— Ala. 
Liffe  Ins.  k  Trust  Co.  v.  Pettway,  544 

42.  Proof  of  a  debt  coiTcpponding  in  every  respect,  except  as  to  amount, 

with  one  of  the  secured  debts  may  he  received  for  the  purpose  of 
s'l owing  a  misv-description  of  the  debt,  and  thus  repelling  the  inference 
of  fraud,  although  it  may  not  be  sufficient  to  authorize  a  foreclosure  as 
to  the  secured  debt.  544 

EXCEPTIONS,  BILL  OF. 

1.  When  the  bill  of  exceptions  does  not  set  out  all  the  evidence,  the  Ap< 
peliate  Court  will  not  presume  that  an  affirmative  charge  was  abstract, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  that  it  was  fully  warranted  by  the  proof.— McEl- 
hany  v.  The  State,  71 

2.  When  the  record  shows  an  error  in  the  conditional  admission  of  evi- 
dence, it  must  also  show  that  the  error  was  rectified  or  cured  by  the 
introduction  of  the  proper  preliminary  proof,  or  the  judgment  will 
be  reversed  :  the  Appellate  Court  will  not  presume  that  the  error  was 
corrected,  or  deprived  of  its  injurious  effects,  because  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions does  not  purport  to  set  out  all  the  evidence.— Moore  v. 
Clay,  235 

S.  The  stating  of  an  admhiistrator's  accounts  is  tiie  act  of  the  court ;  and 
to  wMt  the  Snprema  Court  to  determine  whether  there  iraa  enrorin 
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allowing  any  particalar  item,  the  bill  of  exceptions  must  set  oat  all 
the  evidence  in  relation  to  it  which  was  before  the  primary  court. — 
Bendairs  Dist  y.  BendalFs  Adm'r,  295 

4.  Where  the  plaint iif^s  evidence  is  all  set  out  in  his  bill  of  exceptions, 
and  shows  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover,  the  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  defendant  will  not  be  reversed,  on  error  or  appeal,  no  matter  what 
may  have  been  the  rulings  of  the  court  below. — Jones  v.  Graham,        460 

6.  When  the  bill  of  exceptions  sets  out  all  the  evidence,  an  erroneous 
aflBnnative  charge,  which  is  shown  to  be  abstract,  furnishes  no  ground 
of  reversal.— Salmons  v.  Roundtrce,  468 

6.  When  the  minute  entry  recites  that  it  was  made  to  appear  to  the  court 
that  a  judgment  had  been  duly  rendered,  which  the  clerk  had  omitted 
to  enter,  it  will  be  presumed,  on  error,  that  it  was  made  to  appear  by 
sufficient  legal  evidence ;  if  the  evidence  was  insufficient,  the  defen- 
dant must  show  it  by  bill  of  exceptions. — Qlass  v.  Glass,  468 

EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS. 

1.  An  administratrix  who  has  possession  of  a  slave  belonging  to  her 
inte8tate*s  estate,  is  his  mistress,  within  the  purview  of  the  statute 
against  selling  or  delivering  spirituous  liquors  to  a  slave  without  an 
order  in  writing  signed  by  his  "  master  or  overseer." — Boltze  v. 
The  State,  89 

2.  An  administrator  of  a  solvent  estate  may,  in  this  State,  maiDtain 
ejectment  for  the  lands  of  his  intestate.— Golding  v.  Golding's  Adm'r,  122 

3.  When  an  executor  becomes  surety  on  a  note  given  for  property  pur- 

chased at  a  sale  made  by  himself  and  his  co-executor,  and,  the  estate 
becoming  insolvent,  he  is  cited  by  his  co-executor,  on  behalf  of  the 
creditors  of  the  estate,  to  make  final  settlement  and  account  for  the 
note,  he  cannot  protect  himself  by  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations 
of  six  years.— Shackelford  v.  King,  168 

4.  If  an  administrator  in  chief  make  a  loan  or  gratuitous  bailment  of  a 

slave  belonging  to  the  estate,  both  he  and  his  bailee  are  guilty  of  a 
conversion  ;  but  the  administrator  himself  cannot  avoid  the  Ijailment, 
nor  sue  for  the  recovery  of  the  property. — Lawson's  Adm'r  v.  Lay's 
Executor,  184 

6.  If  the  loanee  of  the  administrator  marry,  and  her  huBband  come  into 
possession  of  the  slave,  he  is  liable  for  damages  in  detinue,  both  for 
his  own  detention  and  that  of  his  wife  before  marriage.  189 

6.  And  if  he  die  before  suit  brought,  and  the  slave  come  to  the  possession 
of  his  executor  as  assets,  the  latter  is  liable  for  his  own  detention  and 
that  of  his  testator,  and  no  demand  is  necessary.  184 

7.  An  administrator  is  entitled  to  a  credit  for  reasonable  counsel  fees 

paid  for  prosecuting  and  defending  the  interests  of  the  estate. — 
Pinckard'S  Dist.  v.  Pinckard's  Adm'rs,  260 

8.  Also,  to  reasonable  counsel  fees  for  services  rendered  on  final  settle- 
ment with  the  Probate  Court,  although  exceptions  were  sustained 

to  several  items  in  his  accounts  and  vouchers.  260 

9.  Expense  of  repairs  to  household  farniture  belonging  to  the  estate  is 
properly  allowed,  when  the  value  of  the  furniture  is  thereby  increased 

%o  thai  extent.  260 
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10.  CooiiBel  f6e9  paid  for  proeecuiing  the  widow's  right  to  dow«r,  and 
her  account  for  medical  Bervices  rendered  after  her  husband's 
death,  are  personal  charges  against  her,  and  not  against  the  estate.  250 

11.  Counsel  fees  paid  for  guardian  ad  litem  for  the  minor  heirs,  are  a 
personal  charge  against  them,  and  not  against  the  estate.  250 

12.  Fiye  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  the  estate  held  a  reasonable  allow- 
ance to  the  administrator,  where  he  had  managed  the  plantation 
for  nearly  a  year,  and  raised  a  crop ;  the  Talue  of  the  estate  b^ng 
about  ^,000.  250 

13.  Suit  may  be  brought  on  an  administration  bond,  at  the  option  of  ihe 
party  Li\jured  by  its  breach,  either  in  his  own  name,  or  in  the  name  of 
the  obligee  for  his  use. — ^Amason  et  al.  y.  Nash,  Judge  &c,j  279 

14.  To  debt  on  bond  against  an  administrator  and  his  sureties,  ''jointly 
and  severally  defendants  plead  fully  administered  :'*  to  which  the 
plaintift*  "  demurred  in  short  by  consent :''  Held,  that  the  plea  was 
equivalent  to  a  joint  aud  several  plea  of  plene  administravitj  and 
was  good  as  to  the  sureties.  279 

15.  In  debt  on  an  administration  bond,  it  is  error  to  render  judgment  fiual, 

against  the  principal  and  his  sureties,  without  the  intervention  of  a 
jury.  279 

16.  The  allowance  to  an  administrator  of  a  credit  for  the  cost  of  a  tomb- 
stone erected  over  the  deceased,  must  depend,  in  each  case,  upon 
the  value  of  the  estate  and  the  desire  of  the  deceased,  as  expressed 
by  him  orally  or  in  his  will.  In  a  case  where  the  estate  amounted 
to  about  $8,000,  and  was  bequeathed  to  collateral  relations,  the  tes- 
tator leaving  neither  widow  nor  children,  the  administrator  was 
allowed  a  credit  for  ^210,  the  cost  of  a  marble  tombstone,  for  which 
the  testator  had  expressed  a  wish. — BendalVs  Distributees  v.  Ben- 
dairs  Administrator.  295 

17.  An  administrator  is  not  entitled  on  final  settlement  to  a  credit  for 
counsel  fees  and  cost  paid  by  him  in  a  chancery  suit  (which  he  had 
instituted  against  the  legatees  to  restrain  them  ft>om  proceedings  in 
the  Court  of  Probate  to  compel  a  partial  settlement  of  his  adminis- 
tration), his  bill  having  been  dismissed  for  want  of  equity.  295 

18.  An  administrator  placed  certain  notes  in  the  hands  of  his  law 
partner  for  collection,  who  collected  some  of  them  by  due  course  of 
law,  filled  up  writs  in  other  cases  (but  never  issued  them,  or  dock- 
eted the  cases  in  court),  and  received  the  money  from  the  debtors 
in  all  the  other  cases  without  suit.  The  court  allowed  him  a 
credit  for  two  and  a  half  per  cent,  on  the  entire  amount  collected, 
for  commissions  paid  to  the  attorney,  and  it  was  held  no  error  of 
which  the  distributees  could  complain.  295 

10.  An  administrator  rightly  allowed  {in  this  case)  a  credit  for  $150, 
the  amount  of  counsel  fees  paid  by  him  to  two  attorneys  for  ser- 
vices rendered  on  his  final  settlement ;  the  value  of  the  estate  being 
about  .*|8,000,  and  the  distributees  contesting  many  of  his  accounts 
and  vouchers,  some  of  which  were  rejected.  295 

20.  Also,  to  five  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  his  receipts  as  commissions, 

no  wilful  default  or  gross  negligence  being  proved  against  him.  295 

21.  If  an  administrator  wishes  to  discharge  himself  f^m  the  payment  of 
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interest,  he  should  make  the  affidavit  required  by  the  statute  when 
his  account  is  stated  by  the  court  on  the  day  of  settlement ;  if  the 
distributees  are  taken  by  surprise,  the  court  may  continue  the  cause, 
to  give  them  an  opportunity  to  examine  into  the  facts  and  contest 
the  affidavit.  295 

22.  The  stating  of  an  administrator's  accounts  is  the  act  of  the  court ;  and 

to  enable  the  Supreme  Court  to  determine  whether  there  was  error  in 
allowing  any  particular  item,  the  bill  of  exceptions  must  set  out  all 
the  evidence  in  relation  to  it  which  was  before  the  primary  court.         295 

23.  When  an  executor  brings  trespass  for  injuries  inflicted  on  a  slave  be- 

longing to  the  estate  of  his  testator,  the  suit  may  be  revived,  after  bis 
removal,  in  the  name  of  the  testator's  administrator. — Townscnd  et  al. 
T.  Jeflfries'  Adm»r,  329 

24.  In  debt  on  an  adminlBtration  bond,  to  charge  the  sureties  with  the 
amount  of  a  decree  of  the  Orphans'  Court,  the  declaration  alleged 
that  a  final  settlement  was  had  by  the  administrator  with  the  Orphans' 
Court,  "  and  on  said  final  settlement  the  sum  of  $259  was,  by  the  de- 
cree and  judgment  of  said  court,  assessed  and  decreed  as  the  dis- 
tributive share"  of  the  person  for  whose  use  the  suit  was  brought, 
who  was  one  of  the  distributees  of  the  estate  :  Heldy  that  the  de- 
claration was  defective  on  demurrer,  because  it  showed  no  judgment 
in  favor  of  any  one  for  the  amount,  and  no  order  on  the  administra- 
tor to  pay  the  money  to  any  one. — Gilbreath  v.  Manning  et  al.,  418 

25.  Where  several  co-executors  qualify  and  give  bond,  a  promise  by  tJie 
sole  acting  executor,  who  has  the  possession  and  control  of  the  entire 
estate,  will  not  remove  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations  and  re- 
vive the  debt  against  the  estate.— Pitts  v.  Wooten's  Executors,  474 

26.  An  action  at  law  on  their  bond  does  not  lie  against  the  sureties  of  on 

executor,  on  a  decree  against  his  administrator,  rendered  by  the  Ot- 
phans'  Court  on  the  final  settlement  of  his  executorship,  under  the  act 
of  1845.— Gray  v.  Jenkins,  516 

27.  Where  an  executor,  by  an  arrangement  with  the  creditors  of  the 
estate,  obtained  indulgence  on  the  debts,  which  enabled  him  to  pur- 
chase some  of  the  property,  at  a  sale  under  an  order  of  the  Chancery 
Court,  which  was  had  by  consent,  he  was  held  to  have  purchased  for 
the  benefit  of  the  estate,  and  not  for  himself  individually ;  there 
being,  also,  some  evidence  of  his  declarations  or  admissions,  at  the 
time  of  the  sale,  that  he  was  purchasing  for  the  estate. — ^Montgome- 
ry V.  Givhan  et  al.,  568 

28.  If  the  executor,  in  accounting  on  settlement  with  one  distributee  or 
legatee,  has  accounted  for  less  than  he  might  have  been  charged 
with,  this  does  not  give  another  legatee  any  right  to  a  greater  inter- 
est in  the  residue.  568 

29.  An  administrator  is  not  chargeable  with  a  bequest  made  to  the  in- 
testate in  his  life-time,  when  the  knowledge  of  it  is  not  brought 
home  to  him. — Malinda  and  Sarah  v.  Gardner  et  al.,  719 

FRAUD  AND  FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCES. 
1 .    A  deed  of  trust  held  not  to  be  fraudulent  on  its  face,  which  was  made 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  preferred  creditor,  whose  debt  waa 
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past  due,  and  reserved  to  the  grantor  the  use  of  the  property  until 
the  creditor  ordered  a  sale. — Lanier  y.  Driver,  149 

2.  The  actual  assent  of  a  beneficiary  is  not  required  to  a  deed  of  trust 
vhich  is  clearly  for  his  benefit.  149 

8.  Where  a  debtor  executes  two  deeds  of  trust  at  different  times,  the 
beneficiaries  in  the  second  deed  may  enforce  the  execution  of  the 
trust  after  the  law  day  of  their  deed,  and  therefore  cannot  complain 
of  the  negligence  of  the  others  after  that  time.  149 

4.  The  retention  of  possession  by  the  vendor  of  a  chattel,  if  unexplain- 
ed, is  only  prima  facie  evidence  of  fraud,  as  against  creditors,  and 
may  be  explained  ;  and  if  the  transaction  is  bona  fide  throughout, 
and  such  retention  of  possession  is  consistent  with  good  faith  and 
the  absolute  disposition  of  the  property,  the  titles  passes  by  the  con- 
tract of  sale. — MiUai*d*B  Adm'rs  v.  Hall,  209 

6.  When  the  facts  in  evidence  show  a  su£Scient  explanation  of  the 
vendor's  retention  of  possession,  the  party  alleging  fraud  cannot 
complain  on  error  that  the  court  referred  to  the  jury  the  question  of 
their  suffisiency.  As  to  what  is  a  sufficient  explanation  of  the  ven- 
dor's retention  of  possession.  209 

6.  A  deed  made  to  hinder,  delay  and  defraud  creditors,  can  only  be  de- 
clared void  when  attacked  for  the  fraud ;  neither  the  grantor  him- 
self, nor  hie  administrator,  can  set  up  the  fraud  against  a  subsequent 
purchaser  from  him,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  a  good  title 
parsed  notwithstanding  the  deed,  and  thus  preventing  the  purchaser 
from  enjoining  a  judgment  at  law  on  the  notes  given  for  the  purchase 
money. — Walton,  adm'r,  v.  Bonham  et  al,  618 

7.  One  of  the  debts  secured  by  a  deed  of  trust  was  described  as  a  bal- 
ance paid  by  the  beneficiary  on  a  certain  note  on  which  he  was  surety 
for  the  grantor,  while  the  evidence  showed  that  the  debt  was  paid, 
in  part,  with  notes  of  a  third  person  borrowed  by  the  grantor,  in 
payment  of  which  he  gave  his  bond,  with  the  beneficiary  as  his  sure- 
ty,— that  the  grantor  was  insolvent, — that  the  loan  was  made  on 
the  credit  of  the  beneficiary,  and  that  the  latter  had  paid  a  portion 
of  the  note,  and  had  given  his  individual  security  for  the  balance : 
Heldy  that  it  was  competent  for  the  parties,  as  between  themselves, 
to  change  their  relations  to  each  other  on  the  debt,  and  to  treat  it  as 
the  debt  of  the  surety  ;  and  that  their  relation  to  each  other  with 
respect  to  the  debt  did  not  affect  the  question  of  fraud  in  the  execu- 
tion of  the  decd.->  Ala.  Life  Ins.  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Pettway,  544 

8.  Evidence  held  sufficient  (in  this  case)  to  establish  the  existence  and 
bona  fides  of  a  certain  debt  secured  by  a  deed  of  trust,  where  the 
validity  of  the  deed  was  contested  on  the  ground  of  fraud.  644 

9.  Where  a  deed  of  trust  is  attacked  for  fraud,  a  general  creditor  of  the 
grantor,  whose  debt  is  not  secured  by  the  deed,  is  a  competent  wit- 
ness to  prove  the  boaa  fides  of  any  secured  debt,  although  he  may 
have  another  security.  644 

10.  Proof  of  a  debt  corresponding  in  every  respect,  except  as  to  amount, 
with  one  of  the  secured  debts,  may  be  received  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  a  mis-description  of  the  debt,  and  thus  repelling  the  infer- 
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•nee  of  fraud,  although  it  may  not  be  sufficient  to  authorife  a  fore- 
closure as  to  the  secured  debt,  644 

11.  If  a  debtor,  in  failing  circumstances,  executes  a  deed  of  trust  to  secure 
eome  of  his  creditors,  and,  with  the  intent  of  saving  a  portion  of  the 
property  to  himself,  fails  to  disclose  the  indebtedness  of  one  of  the 
secured  creditors  to  him  on  another  transaction,  this  would  be  a  flrand 
upon  his  creditors,  as  against  any  one  who,  by  assenting  to  the  intent, 
participated  in  the  fraud.  544 

12.  If  a  creditor,  knowing  the  insolvency  of  his  debtor,  takes  from  him  a 
deed  of  trust  to  secure  the  entire  amount  of  his  debt,  without  diselos- 
ing  the  fact  that  he  is  indebted  to  the  grantor  on  another  transaction 
not  noticed  in  the  deed,  this  would  be  a  strong  circumstance  against 
him,  and  would  probably  be  conclusive  if  the  indemnity  provided  was 
fully  adequate  to  the  secured  debt ;  but,  if  the  mortgaged  property 
was  insufficient  to  pay  the  secured  debts,  by  an  amount  exceeding  the 
creditor's  indebtedness  to  the  grantor,  or  if  there  were  other  debts  or 
liabilities  not  provided  for  by  the  deed,  exceeding  the  creditor' s  said 
indebtedness,  this  would  be  sufficient  to  rebut  every  inference  of  fraud 

or  dishonesty.  644 

18.  Courts  will  not  strive  to  force  conclusions  of  fraud  ;  if  the  circum- 
stances relied  on  to  sustain  the  allegation  of  fraud,  are  fairly  sus- 
ceptible of  an  honest  intent,  that  construction  will  be  placed  upon 
them.  644 

See  Suhetiss,  11. 

GENERAL  ASSEMBLY. 

1.  The  General  Assembly,  by  a  joint  resolution  of  both  Houses  during 
its  regular  session,  having  adjourned  on  the  20th  of  December,  1868, 
to  meet  again  on  the  9th  of  January,  1864,  a  member  who  went 
home  and  returned  during  the  recess,  is  entitled  to  mileage,  but  not 

to  per  diem  compensation  during  the  recess. — Ex  parte  Pickett,  91 

2.  The  Supreme  Court  will  take  original  jurisdiction  of  an  application, 
by  a  member  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  for  a  mandamtu 
against  the  Speaker  of  said  House,  to  compel  him  to  certify  to  the 
Comptroller  of  Public  Accounts  the  ameunt  to  which  the  petitioner 
is  entitled,  as  a  member  of  said  House,  for  mileage  or  per  <{t€m  com- 
pensation. 91 

GUARANTY. 

See  Contracts,  6,  7,  8. 

GUARDIAN  AND  WARD. 

1.  Under  the  statute  authorizing  the  discharge  of  the  sureties  of  a 
guardian  (Clay's  Digest  221  §  6,222  §  7),  the  taking  of  a  new  bond 
18  a  jurisdictional  fact,  necessary  to  appear  in  order  t«  give  validity 
to  the  discharge;  but  the  existence  of  this  fact  is  to  be  determined 
by  the  judge  to  whom  the  application  is  made,  and  his  decision  is 
final  and  conclusive,  and  cannot  be  contradicted.-^Hamner,  adm'r, 
V. Mason etal.,  . '  iioA 

51  **• 
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2.  Tk«efora»  wliero  ike  BaNtiet  of  a  guardian  of  flOTtral  minors  applied 
for  a  dischaige  from  all  farther  liability  on  their  bond,  and  a  decree 
WM  thereupon  rendered  by  the  oourt,  in  whtoh  it  was  reoited  that 
tbe  guardian  had  given  a  new  bond,  and  ordered  that  the  old  enre* 
tiee  be  dieoharged  from  all  farther  liability :  Htld^  in  an  action 
against  the  ■nretiee  on  the  old  bond,  that  the  recital  in  the  decree 
was  conelnnTe  of  the  fact  that  a  new  bond  had  been  giren,  althongh 
the  name  of  the  minor  for  whose  use  the  snit  was  brought  was 
antirely  omitted  fr«mi  the  new  bond,  which  did  not  therefore  protect 
his  estote.  480 

5.  An  «z.eeiition  cannot  issae  under  the  statute  (Clay's  Digest  806  §  45) 
against  the  sureties  of  a  guardian,  on  a  decree  of  the  Orphans' 
Oonrt,  against  the  principal,  embracing  some  items  which  accrued 
after  their  discharge.  480 

4.  Where  letters  of  guardianship  bare  been  granted  in  this  State,  the 
guardian  and  ward  both  reading  here  at  the  time,  the  property 
eaanot  be  remoTcd  to  another  State  under  the  Code  (§§  2081,  2082), 
upon  the  application  of  another  guardian  appointed  there,  who 
alleges  in  his  petition  that  the  ward  has  been  remored  to  that 
State.--Oook  y.  Wimberly  et  al.,  483 

6.  Where  the  executor  is  also  complainant's  guardian,  he  should  be 
allowed  a  credit,  on  the  settlement  of  his  accounts  in  equity,  for 
reasonable  expenses  in  boarding,  clothing  and  educating  her,  al- 
though such  expenses  may  exceed  the  interest  or  annual  profits  of 
her  estate  in  his  hands,  if  they  were  necessary  under  the  circum- 
stances ;  and  if  she,  while  residing  with  him,  performed  Taluable 
serrices  for  him,  she  is  entitled  to  set-off  their  value  against  his 
demand  for  board,  &c.— Montgomery  v.  Qivhan,  658 

6.  If  the  ward  and  her  husband  continue  to  board  with  her  guardian, 
sAsr  their  marriage,  it  will  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of 
any  contract  or  agreement  between  the  parties,  that  it  was  under* 
stood  between  them  that  the  price  of  their  board  should  be  charged 
to  the  wifo's  property  in  the  hands  of  her  guardian ;  and  the  guar- 
dian will  be  allowed  a  credit  for  the  amount,  on  the  subsequent 
settlement  of  his  accounts  in  equity,  although  the  husband  is  insol- 
vnt.  668 

7.  Xhe  executor  would  also,  in  such  case,  be  entitled  to  a  oredit  for  the 
value  of  slaves  delivered  to  complainant  and  her  husband  when 
they  commenced  house-keeping,  when  complainant  does  not  offer, 
in  her  bill,  to  return  them,  and  her  husband  assents  to  her  right  to 
have  them  settled  upon  her  for  her  separate  support  and  malnte- 

568 


HABBAS  C0BPU8. 

1.  Under  the  act  establisliing  courts  of  probate,  a  judge  of  probate  has 
power  (now  taken  away  by  the  Code)  "  to  grant,  hear  and  determine 
writs  of  habeas  eorpui^'  where  the  petitioner  was  confined  in  jail 
under  a  charge  of  grand  larceny.— Hale  et  al.  v.  The  State,  80 

HUSBAND  AND  WIF2. 

1.    The  husband  is  liable,  in  Mfuny^t^,  for  neoeMariesAimished  to  the 
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wife  (she  being  tepftrated  ft'om  him  without  fault  on  her  part)  while 
confined  in  a  lunatic  asjlum,  although  the  credit  for  them  was 
giTen  to  the  person  who,  as  agent  for  plaintiff,  made  the  contract, 
and  paid  the  expenses,  which  were  afterwards  repaid  to  him  by  his 
principal ;  but  if  the  person  who  made  the  contract  was  acting  for 
himself  individuallj,  and  not  as  agent  for  the  plaintiff,  the  latter 
cannot,  by  Toluntarily  paying  the  debt,  make  the  husband  his 
debtor .—Wray  y.  Cox,  887 

2.  When  no  proYision  is  made  for  the  wife  by  her  husband's  will,  she 
may  claim  the  provision  which  the  law  makes  for  her,  without  dis- 
senting fVom  the  will  as  prescribed  by  Ihc  act  of  1812  (Clay's  Digest 
172  §  8).--Turner  et  al.  v.  Cole,  864 

8.  Adultery  on  the  part  of  the  wife  is  no  bar  to  her  claim  for  a  distrib- 
utiTe  share  in  her  husband's  estate  under  the  act  of  1812  {lb, 
178  §  4).  864 

4.  If  the  widow  fails  to  present  her  claim  for  her  distributiTe  share  of 
her  deceased  husband's  estate  to  his  personal  representatives  until 
after  the  estate  has  been  finally  settled  by  due  course  of  law,  her 
remedy  against  him  and  his  sureties  is  gone,  and  she  must  follow  the 
assets  in  the  hands  of  the  heir  or  distributee. — Turner  et  al.  v.  Cole,  864 

5.  The  husband  is  liable  for  necessary  me<1ical  attendance  on  his  wife, 
although  the  physician  was  called  in  against  his  objection',  by  his 
grown  son,  who  lired  with  him,  and  who  promised  him  to  assume 
the  payment ;  it  being  shown  that  the  husband  was  present  while 
the  physician  was  rendering  his  services,  and  that  the  latter  had  no 
notice  whatever  that  he  was  not  to  look  to  the  husband  for  pay- 
ment.— Cothran  v.  Lee,  880 

6.  The  act  of  1848,  "securing  to  married  women  their  separate  estates," 

has  no  retro-active  effect  to  defeat  the  marital  rights  which  had 
vested  in  the  husband  prior  to  its  passage ;  and  where  he  had  reduosd 
to  his  possession  as  husband,  before  the  passage  of  that  act,  his 
wife's  interest  in  certain  slaves,  their  subsequent  sale  by  order 
of  the  Chancery  Court,  for  the  purpose  of  distribution,  would  not 
have  the  effect  of  divesting  his  rights  and  turning  the  money  into 
a  chose  in  action.— Manning  v.  Manning,  886 

7.  Husband  and  wife  being  entitled  to  certain  funds  in  the  Chancery 
Court  (the  separate  property  of  the  wife,  which  the  husband  was 
entitled  to  hold  as  her  trustee  without  accounting),  the  wife  filed  her 
petition  in  said  court,  alleging  her  husband's  incapacity  and  unfit- 
ness to  act  as  her  trustee,  and  praying  that  another  trustee  might 
be  appointed  to  take  charge  of  the  fund ;  the  evidence  showed  that 
she  had  abandoned  him  without  sufiioient  cause,  and  removed  b«yond 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  with  another  man,  while  it  failed  to 
establish  the  husband's  alleged  incapacity  and  unfitness :  the  peti- 
tion was  dismissed,  at  the  costs  of  the  next  friend  of  the  petitioner.     886 

8.  The  wife's  right  to  a  settlement  of  her  property  to  her  separate  sup- 
port and  msintenanoe,  is  unaffected,  as  between  the  executor  and 
herself,  by  any  transaction  between  him  and  her  husband,  which 
had  no  reference  to  her  estate  in  the  executor's  hands,  and  were  pot 
deaigned  to  be  credited  to  that  f^d.— Montgomtry  t.  GiThui  %%  ftl.t  668 
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9.  If  the  wife*8  property  in  the  executor's  hands,  in  such  case,  is  more 
than  sufficient  for  the  reasonable  support  and  maintenance  of  her- 
self and  children,  and  her  husband  is  indebted  to  the  executor  on 
the  settlement  of  their  accounts,  the  executor  should  be  allowed  to 
retain  the  balance  due  him  from  the  husband  after  making  a  rea- 
sonable settlement  on  the  wife.  568 

10.  When  slayes  are  sent  by  a  father  to  his  daughter's  home  on  her  mar- 

riage, the  presumption  of  law  is,  that  they  are  intended  as  an  ad- 
Tancement  to  the  husband,  and  they  became  his  property  prior  to 
the  passage  of  the  laws  securing  to  married  women  their  separate 
estates.  This  presumption  can  only  be  rebutted  by  proof  of  a  dif- 
ferent intention,  clearly  and  distinctly  avowed  at  or  before  the  time 
of  deliyery ;  his  subsequent  declarations,  unless  made  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  donee  and  sanctioned  by  him,  are  not  admissible  for  any 
purpose,  in  a  contest  between  the  donor  and  donee,  or  those  claim- 
ing under  them.— Rumbly  t.  Stainton  and  Wife,  712 

11.  If  the  husband,  in  such  case,  after  the  delivery  of  the  slaves, 
accepts  a  deed  from  the  donor,  conveying  them  to  his  wife  and  the 
heirs  of  her  body,  his  marital  rights  are  not  thereby  affectisd.  712 

12'  Evidence  held  insufficient  to  authorize  the  reformation  of  a  deed  of 
gift  to  a  married  woman,  on  an  allegation  of  the  donor's  intention 
to  exclude  the  marital  rights  of  her  husband.  712 

INFANTS. 

1.  An  infiint  is  in  esse,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  an  estate  for  ita 
benefit,  from  the  time  of  conception,  provided  it  be  bom  alive  and 
after  such  a  period  of  foetal  existence  that  its  «ontinuance  in  life 
may  be  reasonably  expected. — Nelson  v.  Iverson,  9 

2.  Where  non-resident  infants  are  necessary  parties  to  a  bill,  the  re- 
cord must  show  that  publication  as  to  them  was  made  in  the  manner 
prescribed  in  the  third  and  forty-first  rules  of  our  Chancery  Prac- 
tice.—Coster's  Executors  v.  Bank  of  Georgia  et  a1.,  87 

8.  Where  plaintiff  claims  as  trustee  for  his  grantor's  children,  under 
a  deed  made  while  said  grantor  was  a  minor,  the  defendant  may 
show  that  the  grantor  disavowed  the  act  after  he  became  of  age« 
and  made  another  disposition  of  the  property ;  and  for  this  purpose, 
a  deed  of  revocation  and  a  bill  of  sale  from  the  grantor  to  himself 
are  admissible  evidence. — Slaughter  v.  Cunningham,  260 

4.  Where  slaves  are  bequeathed  to  two  brothers  jointly,  and  after  the 
elder  becomes  of  age  a  division  of  them  is  made  by  him  and  his 
father,  the  latter  acting  for  his  infant  son,  the  division  is  binding 
upon  the  minor  until  he  dissents  from  it ;  and  if  he  ratifies  it,  the 
elder  brother  cannot  avoid  it.  260 

5.  A  deed  of  gift,  executed  by  a  minor  in  trust  for  his  children,  is  not 
void,  but  voidable  merely ;  and  in  a  contest  between  the  trustee  and 
a  subsequent  purchaser  from  the  grantor,  the  question  of  the  dis- 
avowal of  the  gift  should  be  left  to  the  decision  of  the  jury.  260 

6.  And  if  the  minor  acknowledge  the  deed  in  open  court,  this  does  not 
render  it  irrevocable,  nor  require  that  the  revocation  should  be  intde 
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in  open  court  after  notice  to  the  parties ;  when  the  grantor  retains 
possession,  any  act  on  his  part  after  attaining  his  mojority  which 
shows  to  the  world  that  he  does  not  intend  to  be  bound  by  his  deed, 
is  sufficient  to  roToke  it.  260 

7.  A  bond  for  title,  giyen  by  an  infant,  is  not  absolutely  Toid,  but  Toid- 
able  only. — Wearer  y.  Jones,  420 

8.  If  an  infant  disaffirms  his  contract  of  sale  on  arriving  at  full  age, 
and  sue  his  yendee  for  use  and  occupation,  the  latter  may  recoup  for 
yaluable  improyements  erected  on  the  land.  420 

9.  An  infant  cannot  appoint  an  agent,  nor  make  any  binding  contract 
in  relation  to  the  compromise  of  slanderous  words  spoken  of  him,  if, 
on  coming  of  fVill  age,  he  think  proper  to  disavow  and  annul  it. — 
Warey.  Gartledge,  622 

INSOLVENT  ESTATES. 

1.  In  the  matter  of  the  settlement  of  an  insolvent  estate,  an  issue  hav- 
ing been  formed  between  the  executor  and  creditors,  various  irregular 
pleadings  were  afterwards  allowed  by  the  court,  and  the  executor  then 
sued  out  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  the  judgment  rendered  against 
him  :  Held,  that  the  case  should  be  considered  as  if  the  parties  had 
been  held  to  the  issue  which  they  had  first  formed,  and  that  the  sub- 
sequent pleadings  and  rulings  of  the  court  should  be  disregarded. — 
Shackelford  v.  King,  158 

2.  Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1843,  two  joint  executors  filed  "  a 
statement  of  the  condition  of  the  estate''  of  their  testator,  showing 
an  excess  of  debts  over  personal  assets,  which  was  received  by  the 
court,  and  ordered  to  be  recorded,  the  order  reciting  that  the  estate 
appeared  to  be  insolvent ;  and  the  real  estate  was  aften^ards  sold,  as 
in  cases  of  insolvent  estates :  Held,  that  this  was  sufficient  to  give 
the  court  jurisdiction  of  the  estate  as  insolvent,  and  that  it  should  be 

so  settled.  168 

3.  Since  the  passage  of  the  act  of  February  11, 1850,  if  the  settlement  of 

an  insolvent  estate  is  transferred  ft*om  the  Probate  to  the  Circuit 
Court,  on  account  of  the  incompetency  of  the  probate  judge  to  pre- 
side in  the  case,  the  latter  court  should  not  appoint  commissioners  to 
settle  the  estate,  but  should  proceed  with  the  case  as  the  former  would 
have  done.  158 

4.  When  an  executor  becomes  surety  on  a  note  given  Ibr  property  pur- 

chased at  a  sale  made  by  himself  and  his  co-executor,  and,  the  estate 
becoming  Insolvent,  he  is  cited  by  his  co-executor,  on  behalf  of  the 
creditors  of  the  estate,  to  make  final  settlement  and  account  for  the 
note,  he  cannot  protect  himself  by  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations 
of  six  years.  158 

6.  As  to  his  raidng  the  objection  that  no  sufficient  notice  of  the  settlement 
had  been  given.  158 

6.  On  the  trial  of  an  issue  between  the  executor  and  the  creditors  of  an 
insolvent  estate,  a  note  may  be  given  in  evidence  without  any  proof 
of  its  execution,  if  its  execution  is  not  denied  by  the  plea  of  non  est 
factum.  158 

7.  Anendoner  who  paysa  note  may  present  his  claim,  at  aoj  time  wlth- 
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i&  six  months  after  the  payment,  a^^ainst  the  estate  of  a  prior  endor- 
ser, which  was  declared  insolvent  more  than  iix  months  preTiously, 
although  the  holder  failed  to  present  the  note  as  a  claim  against  the 
estate.— Henry  v.  Black's  Adm'rs,  417 

8.  Partnership  creditors  are  not  entitled  to  share  pari  pauu  with  the 
separate  creditors  in  the  estate  of  a  deceased  partner,  when  it  is  insuf- 
ficient to  pay  its  separate  debts,  and  the  surviving  co-partner,  though 
insolyent,  has  a  joint  fund  in  his  hands.— R.  W.  Smith  &>  Co.  t.  Mai- 
loiy's  Ex'r,  628 

9.  The  olject  of  the  act  of  1839  was  not  to  affect  in  any  way  the  rights 
which  a  separate  creditor  had  against  the  estate  of  the  deceased  part- 
ner, but  simply  to  allow  the  partnership  creditor  to  aesert  his  claim 
agunst  such  estate  in  a  court  of  law,  instead  of  resorting  to  a  court 

of  equity.  $28 

10.  The  act  of  1843  was  intended  to  make  all  the  debts  equal  in  degree- 

to  place  simple  contract  debts  on  the  same  footing  with  debts  by' 
judgment  and  specialty ;  but  it  was  not  intended  to  fasten  upon  the 
estate,  to  the  prejudice  of  separate  creditors  who  had  a  supmor 
equitable  and  legal  right,  claims  which,  without  reference  to  the 
statute,  could  not  have  been  asserted  against  the  estate,  either  at  law 
or  in  equity.  628 

JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES. 

1.  After  the  rendition  of  a  judgment  in  ^ectment  for  the  plainti£E;  the 
parties  entered  into  a  written  agreement  fixing  a  different  boundary 
line  from  that  ascertained  by  the  judgment ;  at  the  bottom  of  this 
agreement  was  written,  in  the  handwriting  of  the  presiding  judge. 
this  memorandum :  *'  The  judgment  heretofore  rendered  in  this  case 
is  set  aside,  and  the  foregoing  agreement ;- '  and  the  agreement  was 
entered  on  the  minutes  of  the  court  at  the  same  term  :  Held^  that 
this  was  not  sufficient  evidence  to  authorize  the  rendition  of  a  judg- 
ment nunc  pro  tunc  at  a  subaequent  term,  and  that  the  previous 
judgment  was  vaUd  and  subsisting.— Cliighizola-B  Heurs  v.  Doe,  ex 
dem.  Eslnva,  237 

2.  In  debt  on  an  administration  bond,  to  charge  the  sureties  with  the 
amount  of  a  decree  of  the  Orphans'  Court,  the  declaration  alleged 
that  a  final  settlement  was  had  by  the  administrator  with  the  Orphans' 
Court,  **  and  on  said  final  settlement  the  sum  of  $259  was,  by  the  de- 
cree and  judgment  of  said  courts  assessed  and  decreed  as  the  dU- 
tributive  share**  of  the  person  for  whose  use  the  suit  was  brought, 
who  was  one  of  the  distributees  of  the  estate  :  Held^  that  the  de- 
claration was  defective  on  demurrer,  because  it  showed  no  judgment 
in  favor  of  any  one  for  the  amount,  and  no  order  on  the  administra- 
tor to  pay  the  money  to  any  one. — Gilbreath  v.  Manning  et  al.,  418 

8.  A  judgment  may  be  rendered  nunc  pro  tune,  on  motion,  wiihoat 
notice  to  the  defendant. — Qlass  v.  Glass,  468 

4.  Under  the  act  establishing  Courts  of  Probate,  the  Circuit  Court  has 
power  to  make  amendments  nunc  pro  tunc  of  the  judgments  of  the 
County  Court,  in  oausea  transferred  to  the  former  oourt  u&dtr  that 
Mt,  468 
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5"  A  Judgment  may  be  rendered  nunc  pro  tune  and  reriTed  by  scire 
facias  at  the  same  term  ;  and  there  is  no  Impropriety  in  uniting  a 
netice  of  the  motion  to  amend  in  the  set.  fa.  to  reTive.  468 

6.  A  writ  of  error  does  not  lie  from  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Probate, 
purporting  to  hare  been  rendered  on  the  final  settlement  of  an 
estate,  and  reciting  that  the  administrator  **  moTed  the  court  to  be 
discharged  on  the  grounds  of  payment  and  deliTery  of  the  property 
in  his  hands  to  the  heirs ;  which  motion  being  argued  by  counsel  on 
both  sides,  and  due  deliberation  had  thereon  by  the  court,  it  is  con- 
^dered  by  the  court  that  the  testimony  is  not  sufficient  to  discharge 
the  admini8trator."~-Hamilton,  adm^r,  t.  Owynn  and  Wife,  615 

7.  Tlie  written  opinion  of  the  presiding  jndge,  when  the  circuit  judges 
were  required  to  file  their  opinions  in  writing,  was  sufficient  to  au- 
thorixe  the  rendition  of  a  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc  at  any  subse- 
quent stage  of  the  proceedings  ;  and  if  it  recited  the  fact  of  the 
defendant's  appearance,  it  would  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the  judg- 
ment without  serrice  of  process. — The  State,  ex  rel.  Waring,  t.  The 
Mayor,  Ac,  of  Mobile,  701 

8.  On  a  bill  filed  to  enforce  the  execution  of  a  decree,  if  the  record 
shows  sufficient  to  authorize  an  amendment  of  the  decree  nunc  pro 
tunc,  by  reciting  the  fact  that  the  defendant  therein  appeared  al- 
though not  serred  with  process,  the  court  will  consider  the  amend- 
ment as  made,  and  will  sustain  the  former  decree.  701 

JUDICIAL  SALES. 

1.  Where  slaves  are  attached,  and  sold  under  an  order  of  court  as 

'*  perishable  property  like  to  waste  or  be  destroyed  by  keeping,*' 
the  sale  is  sufficient  to  pass  the  title  to  the  purchaser  (Lioon,  J., 
<ftf«enHn^).— Millard's  Adm'rs  t.  Hall,  210 

2.  An  order  of  court  directing  the  sheriff  to  "  proceed  to  sell"  certain 
property  in  his  hands,  which  he  had  attached,  and  **  pay  the  pro- 
ceeds into  court,"  is  a  sufficient  authority  to  him  to  make  the  sale, 
without  any  process  or  copy  of  the  order  from  the  clerk.  210 

8.  To  authorize  the  admission  of  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of 
an  order  of  sale  made  by  the  court,  its  existence  should  be  first 
proved,  and  its  absence  accounted  for,'  or  its  loss  established,  after 
the  requisite  searches  had  been  made  for  it  in  the  proper  office.         210 

4.  The  plaintiff  in  the  execution,  under  which  a  sale  is  made  by  a  con- 
•table,  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  a  motion  to  set  a^de  the  sale  on 
the  ground  that  the  constable  had  no  authority  to  make  it.— ^tain- 
ton's  Adm'rs  v.  Simmons,  410 

JURISDICTION. 

1.  Under  the  statute  authorising  the  discharge  of  the  nireties  of  a 
guardian  (Clay's  Digest  221  §  5, 222  §  7),  the  taking  of  a  new  bond 
is  a  jurisdictional  fact,  necessary  to  appear  in  order  to  give  validity 
to  the  discharge  ;  but  the  existence  of  this  fact  is  to  be  determined 
by  the  judge  to  whom  the  application  is  made,  and  his  decision  is 
final  and  conclusive,  and  cannot  be  contradicted.— Hamner,  adm'r, 
V.  Mason  ttaV  480 
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2.  Th«  City  Court  of  Mobile  has  jurisdiction  of  an  action  on  the  case 
to  recover  damages  for  the  diTersion  of  the  water  of  a  running 
stream  to  the  iigury  of  plaintiff's  mill  privileges. — Stein  t.  Athbyi    621 

JUSTICES  OF  THE  PEACE. 

1.  A  Justice  of  the  peace  has  authority,  in  cases  of  emergency,  to  ap- 
point a  special  constable  (Code  §  712) ;  and  he  must  himflelf  judge  of 
such  emergency. — ^Noles  y.  The  State,  672 

LDHTATIONS,  STATUTE  OF. 

1.  When  an  executor  becomes  surety  on  a  note  given  for  property  pur- 
chased at  a  sale  made  by  himself  and  his  co-executor,  and,  the  estate 
becoming  insolvent,  he  is  cited  by  his  co-executor,  on  behalf  of  the 
creditors  of  the  estate,  to  make  final  settlement  and  account  for  the 
note,  he  cannot  protect  himself  by  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitationB 

of  six  years. — Shackelford  v.  King,  158 

2.  The  statute  of  limitations  begins  to  run  in  favor  of  the  loanee  or 
gratuitous  bailee  of  the  administrator  in  chief,  from  the  time  of  the 
appointment  of  an  administrator  de  bonis  non. — Lawson*s  Aidm'r  v. 
Lay's  Executor,  184 

8.  Where  several  co-executors  qualify  and  give  bond,  a  promise  by  the 
sole  acting  executor,  who  has  the  possession  and  control  of  the  en- 
tire estate,  will  not  remove  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations  and 
revive  the  debt  against  the  estate.— Pitts  v.  Wooten's  Ex'rs,  474 

4.  When  a  party  propounds  his  interest  by  petition  to  the  court,  praying 

to  be  made  a  party  to  a  suit  that  he  may  prosecute  an  appeal  or 
writ  of  error  from  the  final  decree,  the  order  making  him  a  party 
would  relate  back  to  the  time  when  the  decree  was  rendered ;  and 
therefore,  if  his  petition  shows  than  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error  from 
the  decree  is  already  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  it  will  not 
be  granted.  This  rule  applies  equally  to  Chancery  Courts  and 
Courts  of  Probate.— Boykin  v.  Kemochan,  697 

5.  The  limitation  prescribed  to  writs  of  error  by  the  act  of  1818  (Clay's 
Digest  809  §  17),  applies  to  final  decrees  in  chano^y,  as  well  as  to 
final  judgments  at  law.  697 

MANDAMUS. 

1.  The  Supreme  Court  will  take  original  jurisdiction  of  an  application, 
by  a  member  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  for  a  numdamus 
against  the  Speaker  of  said  House,  to  compel  him  to  certify  to  the 
Comptroller  of  Public  Accounts  the  amount  to  which  the  petitioner 
is  entitled,  as  a  member  of  said  House,  for  mileage  or  per  diem  com- 
pensation.— Ex  parte  Pickett,  .       91 

2.  The  Supreme  Court  will  not  interfere,  by  mandamus, or  otheiwise, 
to  compel  the  dissolution  of  an  injunction  on  the  filing  of  an  answer. 

Ex  parte  City  Council  of  Montgomery,  93 

8.  The  validity  of  a  will  of  realty  and  personalty  was  contested  on 
three  grounds,  viz.,  because  it  was  not  signed  by  the  subscribing 
witnesses  in  the  presence  of  the  testator ;  because  the  testator^  at 
the  time  of  its  execution,  was  of  unsound^mind>nd  memory;  and 
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because  it  was  procured  by  fraud  and  nn^ue  influence  on  the  part 
of  the  testator's  wife ;  the  jury  liaving  returned  a  verdict  finding 
it  invalid  generally,  the  court,  on  motion  of  the  conteetant,  in- 
quired on  what  tlieir  verdict  was  predicated,  to  which  one  of  their 
number  rei)lie<l,  "  principally  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  signed 
by  the  witnesses  in  the  presence  of  the  testator ;"  and  the  court 
then  ordered  them  to  retire  and  find  another  verdict :  He2d,  that 
the  contestant  could  not  have  a  mandamus  tor  judgment  on  this  first 
verdict.  638 

4.  Where  a  verdict,  finding  the  will  invalid,  is  rejected  by  the  eonrt  on 
the  motion  of  ihe  contestant  himself,  he  cannot  afterwards  have  a 
mandttniu$toT  judgment  on  it.  688 

M AKRIED  WOMEN,  SEPARATE  ESTATE  OF. 
See  HcsBAND  and  Wife. 

MOBILE  WATER  WORKS. 

1 .  A  legislative  grant  to  an  incorporated  oompany,  ooafeiring  upon 
them  "  the  exclusive  right  and  priril^e  of  conducting  and  bring* 
ing  water  for  the  term  of  forty  years,"  ^ives  them  no  right  to  dlTert 
the  water  of  a  running  stream,  to  the  injury  of  the  riparian  pro* 
prietors,  without  making  compensation.— Stein  t.  Burden,  180 

2.  An  act  authorizing  the  lessee  of  certain  city  water  works  to  sue  out 
a  writ  of  ad  quod  damnum,  to  ascertain  the  damage  sostained  by 
riparian  proprietors  from  his  diversion  of  the  water  of  a  running 
stream,  does  not  deprive  a  riparian  proprietor  of  his  common  law 
action  for  damages,  on  the  lessee's  failure  to  sae  ont  the  writ.  180 

8.  A  municipal  corporation,  owning  lands  on  a  water-course  flrom  thret 
to  five  miles  distant  from  the  city,  has  no  right  to  divert  the  water 
ftom  the  stream,  to  the  injury  of  the  other  riparian  proprietors,  in 
Bufiieient  quantities  to  supply  the  domestic  wants  of  its  inhabitants.  180 

4.  Actual  possession  under  claim  of  title  is  sufficient  to  sua  tain  an 
aotion  on  the  case  for  diverting  water  from  a  mill ;  and  therefore 
evidence  showing  that  plaintiff  had  no  title  to  the  land  on  which  the 
mill  was  situated,  is  inadmissible.  180 

6.  A  riparian  proprietor  is  entitled  to  nominal  damages  for  a  diversion 
of  the  water  from  his  mill,  without  any  proof  of  actual  damage.         180 

6.  The  uniform  and  uninterrupted  diyersion  of  water  from  a  running 
stream  for  a  period  of  twenty  years,  giyes  a  title  by  prescription:  it 
is  not  necessary  that  the  water  should  be  used  in  precisely  the  same 
manner,  or  applied  in  the  same  way  ;  but  no  change  is  allowed  whioh 
would  be  injurious  to  those  whose  interests  are  involved.  180 

7.  The  lessee  of  a  two  storied  house  in  Mobile,  having  sub-let  the  sec- 

ond story  to  a  club,  with  which  he  had  no  connection  whatever,  wfts 
held  not  liable,  under  the  by-laws  regulating  the  City  Water  Works, 
for  tlie  water  rates  assessed  against  the  occupants  of  the  second 
story  .—Stein  t.  McAr»ile  &  Waters,  844 

^.  The  contract  between  the  corporate  authorities  of  Mobile  and  Albert 
Steiu*  by  which  the  latter  became  the  lessee  and  proprietor  of  the 
City  Wat4^  Works  for  the  term  of  twenty  years,  doos  not  ezen:pt  his 

62 
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interest  in  said  water  works  from  taxation  by  the  city,  inoamnch  as 
the  contract  contains  no  stipulation  for  such  exemption.  (Re-affirm- 
ing Stein  V.  The  Mayor  &c.  of  Mobile.  17  Ala.  284).— Stein  r.  The 
Mayor  &c.  of  Mobile,  691 

9.  The  City  Water  Works  of  Mobile  are  taxable  as  :eal  esUte  by  the 
corporate  anthorities  of  the  city  :  nnd  a  lessee  who  holds  under  a 
contract  with  the  corporation,  by  which  he  acquires  all  their  cor- 
porate rights  and  priTileges  in  the  water  works  for  the  term  of 
twenty  years,  and  in  perpetuity  if  not  then  redeemed  by  the  city,  is 
liable  for  the  tax  assessed  against  said  water  works.  691 

MORTGAQES. 

1.  Where  money  is  loaned  to  a  partnership  on  the  faith  of  the  partner* 
ship  property,  equity  will  consider  the  creditor,  as  between  himself 
and  the  seTeral  parsers,  as  a  mortgagee,  with  a  lien  upon  the 
property  until  his  debt  is  paid.— Coster's  Exocutors  t.  Bank  of 
Georgia,  et  al.,  37 

2.  An  unrecorded  mortgage  is  roid,  under  the  acts  of  1828  and  1828, 
as  to  a  aabsoqnent  mortgagee  withont  notice,  although  his  deed  is 
aWo  umrooerded.  87 

8.  A  mortgage  giten  to  one  surety,  for  his  indemnity  against  a  partic- 
ular debt,  enuree  to  the  benefit  of  his  co-surety  ;  and  the  mortgagee 
eannot  apply  the  funds  to  any  other  debt  than  that  specified  in  the 
mortgage,  to  the  prejudice  of  his  co-surety. — Steele  t.  Mealing,         286 

4.  If  the  mortgage,  in  such  case,  contains  a  power  of  sale  upon  defiiult 
being  made  in  the  payment  of  the  debt,  and  the  mortgagee,  after 
the  law  day  of  the  deed,  permits  the  property  to  be  levied  on  and 
sold  by  the  sherifi^  under  execution  against  the  mortgagor,  he  is 
•hargeabls,  at  the  emit  of  bis  co-surety,  with  its  value;  but  the 
latter  must  allege  such  neglect  in  his  bill,  or  he  cannot  charge  the 
mortgagee  with  il.  286 

^  The  mortgagor's  ootton  having  been  levied  on,  the  mortgagee  became 
surety  on  the  replevy  bond,  and  the  cotton  was  delivered  to  the 
mortgagor,  who  shipped  it  Mobile,  where  it  was  sold  by  the  con- 
signees, and  the  proceeds  were  applied  by  them  to  the  part  payment 
of  a  debt  due  to  them  by  the  mortgagor,  on  which  the  mortgagee 
was  surety,  and  which  was  one  of  the  debts  secured  by  the  mort- 
gage :  Held,  that  the  mortgagee  was  not  entitled  to  a  credit  for 
what  he  was  compelled  to  pay  on  the  replevy  bond,  as  against  his 
co-surety  on  the  other  mortgage  debts.  285 

6.  When  the  mortgagee  repudiates  his  trust,  and  compels  his  co-burety 
to  file  a  bill  against  him  to  establish  it  and  make  him  account,  he  i^ 
not  entitled,  on  the  taking  of  the  account,  to  commissions  for  selling 
the  property.  286 

7.  An  absolute  bill  of  sale  of  a  slave  decreed  to  stand  only  as  a  mort- 
gagOt  upon  proof  that  the  vendor  was  upwards  of  seventy  years 
old, — infirm,— embarrassed, — his  property  levied  on,  and  about  to 
be  sold,--and  that  the  vendee,  who  was  bis  son-in-law,  took  advan- 
tage of  all  these  eircumstances  to  make  the  transaction  assume  the 
form  of  an  absolute  sale  instead  of  a  mortgage.— Smith  ct  ^.  v. 
Paarsoa,  .  ^  365 
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N£  EXEAT. 

1 .  A  writ  of  ne  exeat  was  granted  in  a  ohaneery  cause,  apon  complain- 
ants' entering  into  bond  conditioned  that  they  should  **proBecnt« 
their  said  bill  and  writ  to  effect,"  or,  failing  therein,  shonld  pay  to 
the  defendant  all  such  ooeta  and  damages  as  he  might  ^  sustain 
from  the  wrongfVil  filing  of  said  bill,  or  the  wrongful  sning  out  of 
said  writ  of  ne  exeat.'"  The  defendant  hating  brought  suit  on  the 
bond,  it  vfa9  held^  that,  although  the  condition  of  the  bond  was 
not  complied  with  by  merely  pre  scenting  the  bill  to  effect,  yet  an 
order  discharging  the  defendant  from  custody  under  the  writ,  upon 
his  delitering  up  to  complainant  certain  slates  in  his  possesrion, 
was  not  such  a  failure  to  prosecute  said  writ  to  effect,  as  would 
entitle  the  defendant  to  maintain  an  action  on  the  bond  for  dam* 
ages. — Spirey  v.  McGehee  et  al.,  476 

NXJI3ANCK 

1.  Where  a  decree  had  been  rendered  against  the  corporate  authorities 
of  a  city  for  the  abatement  of  a  public  nuisance,  on  on  infonnation 
In  the  name  of  the  State  at  the  relation  of  certain  citizens,  any  cit- 
izen may  interforB  as  relator,  by  a  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  a 
bill  of  revivor,  and  call  on  the  court  to  carry  the  decree  into  execu- 
tion.— The  State,  ex  rel.  Waring,  v.  Mayor,  &c.,  of  Mobile,  .701 

PARTinOiV  FENCES. 

1 .  By  the  common  law,  a  tenant  of  a  close  is  not  bound  to  fence  against 
an  adjoining  close,  unless  by  force  of  prescription;  and  where  no 
prescription  or  agreement  exists,  the  legal  obligation  of  tenants  of 
adjoining  lands  to  make  and  maintain  partition  fences,  depends 
entirely  upon  statutory  provisions. — Moore  v.  Levert,  SIO 

1.  Our  statute  on  the  subject  of  partition  fences  (Clay's  Digest  241 
§  4),  does  not  restrict  a  tenant's  right  to  let  his  own  lands  lie  open ; 
he  being  responsible  in  damages  for  his  cattle  breaking  into  any 
grounds  which  are  enclosed  with  a  lawAil  fence.  810 

3  The  fact  that  some  pannels  of  the  defendant's  outside  fence 
were  down,  though  not  conclusive  evidence  that  his  lot  was  unen- 
closed, is  nevertheless  evidence  whose  weight  should  be  left  to  the 
consideration  of  the  jury  in  ascertaining  that  fact.  810 

4.  If  defendant's  lot  is  in  possession  of  a  trespasser,  or  of  one  claiming 
title  in  himself  or  a  third  person,  defendant  is  not  liable  for  the 
erection  or  repairs  of  a  partition  fence ;  but  if  he  consent,  as  owner^ 
to  the  erection  of  the  fence,  and  it  is  made  by  the  adjoining  propri- 
etor upon  the  the  consent   thus  given,  be  is  estopped  Arom  denying 

Itis  liability.  BID 

5.  In  an  action  to  recover  one-half  of  the  expenses  of  a  partition  fence, 
the  actual  interest  which  the  parties  have  in  the  fence  \%  a  question 
which  cannot  arise.  810 

PARTNERSHIP 

1.  The  entire  assets  of  a  partnership  are,  in  equity,  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  its  debts.— ^Jester's  Executors  v.  Bank,  of  Georgia  et  al. ,  87 

2.  Where  money  Is  loaned  to  a  partnership  <m  the  Aulh  of  the  p«riiMr« 
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ship  proj[Mrty,  eqaity  will  consider  the  creditor,  ab  between  himself 
and  the  scTerAl  partncch^ts  a  mortgagee,  with  a  lien  upon  the  prep- 
erty  until  hiti  debt  is  paid.  87 

8.  When  the  l^gal  title  to  real  estate  belonging  to  a  partnership  is 
Tested  in  one  of  its  members,  the  lien  acquired  ly  n  judgment  ogniost 
him  individually,  in  faTor  of  a  creditor  of  the  compony,  is  sul  ject 
to  tiie  equities  alieady  existing  over  the  property;  and  a  judgment 
agjunat  the  company  itself  would  not  operate  as  nn  efficient  lien  on 
ihe  land.  87 

4.  Partnership  creditors  are  not  entitled  to  share  pari  passu  with  the 

separate  creditors  in  the  estate  of  adcceaf^cd  partner,  \ihen  it  is  insuf- 
ficient to  pay  its  separate  debts,  and  the  airviving  co- partner,  though 
insolvent,  has  a  joint  fund  in  his  hands.— R,  TV.  Smith  &  Co.  v.  Mal- 
lory^s  ExV,  628 

5.  The  object  of  the  act  of  18S9  was  not  to  afl'cot  in  any  way  the  rights 
which  a  separate  creditor  had  against  the  estate  of  the  deceased  part- 
ner, but  simply  to  allow  the  partncrrhip  creditor  to  assert  his  claim 
against  such  estate  in  a  court  of  law,  instead  of  reporting  to  a  court 

of  equity.  628 

6.  The  act  of  1843  was  intended  to  make  all  Ibe  debts  equal  in  degree^ 
to  place  simple  contract  debts  on  the  fame  footing  with  debts  by 
judgment  and  specialty ;  but  it  was  not  intended  to  fasten  upon  the 
estate,  to  the  prejudice  of  separate  creditoi's  who  had  a  superior 
equitable  and  legal  right,  claims  which,  without  reference  to  the 
statute,  could  not  have  been  asserted  against  the  estate,  either  at  law 

or  in  equity.  628 

PHYSICIAN  OF  THE  PENITENTIARY. 

1.  The  second  section  of  the  act  of  1848,  <*  to  provide  for  the  af^int- 
ment  of  inspectors  and  physician  for  the  penitentiary,"  confers  open 
the  lesbee  and  inspectors  jointly  the  power  of  n{  pointing  the  pliy- 
sieian;  if  the  lessee  lails  to  af  point  wiiLin  tl.rce  days  aAer  the 
happening  of  a  vacancy,  the  inspectors  alone  may  fill  the  place :  but 
if  the  lessee  makes  a  nomination  within  £>ueh  three  days,  which  is 
rejected  by  the  inspectors,  he  has  a  reascnallt  time  (not  exceeding 
three  days)  after  the  rejection,  within  which  to  make  another  nom- 
ination ;  an  appointment  by  the  inspectors  alone,  before  the  expira- 
tion of  three  days  after  such  rejection,  is  void,  and  confers  no  author- 
ity on  their  appointee. — Jones  v.  Graham,  450 

FLEADING  AND  PRACTICE  AT  LAW. 

1.  Tje  question  whether  the  State  can  commence  a  suit  by  attachment, 
cannot  be  raised  by  a  demurrer  to  the  declaration.-^Van  Dyke  v. 
The  State,  HI 

2.  On  the  trial  of  an  issue  between  the  executor  and  creditors  ot  an 
insolvent  estate,  a  note  may  be  given  in  evidence  without  any  proof 
of  its  exeoution,  if  its  execution  is  not  denied  by  the  plea  of  nan  est 
/acftim.— Shackelford  v.  King,  ]$8 

8.  Although  the  several  counts  in  a  declaration  should  be  considered, 
a«  dMivrrtr,  u  acptrtte  wd  distinct,  y«t,  whtre  one  axprtMly 
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refers  to  another,  the  latter,  although  abandoned,  may  be  looked  to 
in  aid  of  the  former. — Robinson  ▼.  Drummond,  174 

4.  Suit  may  be  brought  on  an  administration  bond,  at  the  option  of  the 
party  injured  by  its  breach,  either  in  his  own  name,  or  in  the  name 
of  the  obligee  for  his  use. — Amason  et  al.  t.  Nash,  Judge,  &o.,  279 

6.  To  debt  on  bond  against  an  administrator  and  his  sureties,  "  jointly 
and  severally  defendants  plead  fully  administered ;"  to  which  the 
plaintiff  '^  demurred  in  short  by  consent :"  Held,  that  the  plea 
was  equivalent  to  a  joint  and  several  plea  of  plene  administravit^ 
and  was  good  as  to  the  sureties.  279 

6.  In  debt  on  an  administration  bond,  it  is  error  to  render  judgment 
final,  against  the  principal  and  his  sureties,  without  the  Intervention 

of  a  jury.  279 

7.  When  defendant  is  in  court,  and  consents  to  the  revival  of  a  suit  in 
the  nnrae  of  an  administrator  as  plaintiff,  and  at  a  subsequent  term 
continues  the  cause,  he  will  be  held  to  have  waived  all  objections 

to  the  order  of  revival.— Townsend  v.  Jeffries*  Adm'r,  829 

8.  When  an  executor  brings  trespass  for  injuries  inflicted  on  a  slave 
belonging  to  the  estate  of  his  testator,  the  suit  may  be  revived, 
after  his  removal,  in  the  name  of  the  testator's  administrator.  829 

9.  In  a  plea  in  abatement,  form  is  substance ;  and  therefore,  in  treepaas, 
a  plea  in  abatement  defending  **  the  wrong  and  iigury,"  inatead  of 

**  the  force  and  injury,"  is  bad  on  demurrer.  829 

10.  If  a  party  fails  to  object  to  an  interrogatory  which  oaks  for  a  eon* 
elusion  of  law,  ho  cannot  object  to  the  answer,  if  it  is  responsive,      829 

11.  In  trespass  for  whipping  a  slave,  a  plea  averring  that  defendant 
only  punished  said  slave  reasonably  and  moderately,  is  defeotive  on 
demurrer.  No  person  hns  a  right  to  chastise  a  slare  belonging  to 
another,  without  the  owner*s  consent,  unless  the  authority  is  given 
to  him  by  statute  ;  and  if  he  acted  nnder  such  authority,  he  must 
aver  it  in  his  plea.  829 

«,ire  the  demand  in  suit  is  under  $20,  both  parties  being  compe- 
tent witnesses  for  every  purpose,  it  is  discretionary  with  the  court 
to  permit  plaintiff  to  be  re-examined  for  the  purpose  of  rebutting 
the  testimony  of  one  of  defendant's  witnesses. — Stein  v.  MoArdle  & 
Waters,  844 

13.  A  general  demurrer  to  a  declaration  containing  one  good  count  may 

be  overruled  —Ferguson  and  Scott  v.  Baber's  Adm'rs,  402 

14.  When  the  defJndan^'8  attorney  withdraws  his  appearance  at  the 
judgment  term,  *<  and  defendant  makes  no  further  defence;"  nil 
dieit  is  the  proper  judgment.— Summerlin  v.  Dowdle,  428 

15.  After  judgment  by  nil  dieit,  the  defendant  cannot  take  advantage 

on  error  of  a  variance  between  the  writ  and  declaration.  428 

16.  The    character  in  which  a  party  sues  must  be  determined  from  the 

body  of  the  declaration,  and  not  from  his  description  of  himself  in 
its  caption.  If,  therefore,  he  describes  himself  as  administrator  in 
right  of  his  wife,  and  declares  on  a  right  of  action  accruing  to  him 
individually^  he  must  be  regarded  as  suing  in  his  individual  ca- 
pacity, and  the  superadded  words  must  be  held  a  mere  dtseripHo 
per$ona ;  and  upon  his  death,  in  such  case,  the  suit  should  be  rt- 


Digitized  byCjOOQlC 


774  INDEX. 

PLSADING  AND  PRACTICE  AT  LAW— Conti*ced. 

Tired  in  the  ntme  of  his  personal  represent  ative .—Tate  ▼.  Shack- 
elford's Adm'r,  510 

17.  The  sustaining  of  a  demurrer  to  a  special  plea,  when  the  facts  stated 

in  it  may  be  given  in  evidenco  under  the  general  issue.  Is  not  an 
error  for  which  the  judgment  will  he  reTcrsed.— Stein  ▼.  Ashby,       521 

18.  When  an  admission  of  record  is  made  by  counsel  in  the  court  below, 
for  the  purpose  of  obviating  the  necessity  of  proof,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  he  had  authority  to  moke  it,  and  the  admission  cannot 

be  withdrawn  in  the  appellate  court.— Montgomery  t.  Qivhan  et  al.,  668 

PRESCRIPTION. 

1.  The  uniform  and  uninterrupted  dlrersion  of  water  fi-om  a  mnning 
stream  for  a  period  of  twenty  years,  gives  a  title  by  prescription :  it  ]& 
not  necessary  that  the  water  should  be  used  in  precisely  the  same 
manner,  or  applied  in  the  same  way ;  but  no  change  is  allowed  which 
would  be  ii\juriou8  to  those  whose  interests'  are  involved. — Stein  v 
Burden,  i30 

2.  The  use  of  the  water  of  a  running  stream  for  nine  years  confers  no 
right.— Stein  v.  Aahby,  521 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGBNT. 
See  AoBKCT. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY 

See  SuRETiKs. 

PROBATE,  COURT  OF. 

1.  Under  the  act  establishing  couri!»  of  probate,  a  judge  of  probate  lia^ 
power  (now  taken  away  by  the  Code)  *•  to  grant,  liear  and  determine 
writs  of  habeas  corpus'^  where  the  petitioner  was  confinwl  m  jail  un- 
der a  charge  of  grand  larceny.- Hale  et  al.  v.  The  State.  80 

2.  A  testator  appointed  hl<i  widow  guardian  of  his  minor  children  and 
executrix  of  his  will,  and  directed  the  f^hare  of  each  cliild  to  be  paid 
on  Its  arriving  at  fVill  age  ;  a  division  of  thc.cstate  was  afterwards  had 
between  the  widow  and  children,  by  persons  duly  appointed  by  the 
Orphans'  Court,  but  no  settlement  was  made  with  tlie  court ;  after 
the  widow\s  death,  her  administrators  were  cited,  by  one  of  the  testa- 
tor's legatees  to  settle  her  executorship,  and  also,  by  one  of  her  dis- 
tribtttees,  to  settle  their  adminiHtration  on  her  estate;  after  due 
notice,  all  the  parties  in  intei-est  appeared,  and  '*  it  was  agreed  that 
both  estates  should  be  blended  and  considered  as  one,  as  the  parties 
in  interest  to  lK>th  were  precisely  the  same  ;"  and  a  settlement  wa< 
made,  and  a  decree  rendered  accordingly :  Held,  on  error  assigned 
by  the  administrators,  that  the  decree  was  erroneous,  because  the  two 
estates  could  not  be  thus  consolidated  by  the  Probate  Court.— Ricb- 
liTdson'H  Adm'rs  v.  Richai-dson  et  al..  :i9.5 

.See  ExHctTOR.*}  asd  Admimstratoiw. 
Ehtatss  of  DccKAAsn  Pkhsonh. 
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PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

1.  The  assignee  or  endorsee  of  a  note  given  lor  the  pui-chase  money  of 
land,  cannot  stand  in  a  higher  or  better  position  than  the  original 
payee  or  vendor  occupied. — Coster's  Ex'rs  v.  Bank  of  Ga.  ct  ah,  37 

2.  When  lands  are  purchased  by  a  partnership  flrom  one  of  its  members, 
who  pledges  his  entire  interest  in  the  company  to  indcmniiy  it  against 
any  loss  which  it  might  sustain  in  the  purchase,  and  guaranties  that 
the  land  can  be  n^sold  within  five  years  for  at  least  the  amount  of  the 
purchase  money,  and  the  lands  remain  unsold  after  the  expiration  of 
the  live  years,  an  assignee  of  the  notes  given  for  the  purchase  money 
cannot  assert  a  vendor's  lien,  as  against  a  meml)er  of  the  company  who 
had  guarantied  their  payment,  and  had  paid  a  part  of  them.  37 

a.  Nor  can  an  assignee  of  the  notes  assert  a  vendor's  lien  as  against  a 
remote  assignee  of  the  vendor's  interest  in  the  company,  who  pur- 
chased bona  fide,  for  valuable  consideration,  without  notice  of  any 
such  outstanding  claim  or  equity.  37 

4 .  On  the  trial  of  an  issue  between  the  executor  and  the  creditors  of  an 
insolvent  estate,  a  note  may  be  given  in  evidence  without  any  proof 
of  its  execution,  if  its  execution  is  not  denied  by  the  plea  of  non  est 
/ac/Min.—Sfaackelford  v.  King.  158 

5.  An  endorsement  of  a  note  by  one  of  the  makero,  purporting  to  traasfev 
it.  by  written  power  of  attorney,  in  the  name  of  the  payee,  must  be 
held  to  be  the  act  of  the  payee  himself. — Qarrett  et  al.  v.  HoUoway  & 
Malone,  376 

tf.  When  a  person  who  is  about  to  purchase  a  note  given  for  the  hire  of  a 
slave,  applies  to  the  maker  for  information  concerning  it,  and  is  as- 
sured by  the  latter  that  he  has  no  defence  against  it,  this  does  not 
preclude  the  maker,  when  sued  by  the  purchaser,  Arom  setting  up  a 
subsequent  failure  of  consideration,  arising  out  of  the  payee's  con- 
duct in  receiving  the  slave,  who  ran  away  before  the  expiration  of  the 
term  of  hiring,  and  reftieing  to  deliver  him  up  on  demand. — ^Maury  v. 
Coleman,  381 

7.  The  acceptance  of  a  note  may  be  an  extinguishment  and  payment  of 
a  judgment,  whether  proceeding  from  a  defendant  or  a  stranger.— 
Brewer  v.  Br.  Bank  at  Montgomery,  439 

1  When  a  note  is  payable  on  a  specified  day,  and  contains  a  stipulation 
that  it  shall  not  bear  interest  until  another  specified  day  after  matu- 
rity, an  action  may  be  maintained  on  its  non-payment  at  maturity, 
al^ough  the  judgment  will  bear  interest  from  the  time  of  its  rendi- 
tion ;  but  the  judgment  must  be  for  the  principal  only,  without  inter- 
est.—Billingsley's  Adm'r  v.  Billingsley,  518 

9.  And  the  fisct  that  the  note  is  secured  by  a  mortgage  containing  a  power 
of  sale,  in  which  the  law  day  is  fixed  at  the  time  when  interest  begins 
to  accrue,  does  not  afltet  the  mortgagee's  right  to  proceed  to  judg- 
ment on  the  note,  if  it  is  not  paid  at  maturity.  ,  518 

PUBLIC  LAND  LAW». 

1.  The  acts  of  Congrcfis  of  1806  and  1820,  ♦*  concerning  the  mode  of  sur- 
veying the  public  lands  of  the  United  States,- '  do  not  establish  the 
comers  of  sulKliTisions  of  fractional  sections,  as  fixed  by  the  United 
States'  surveyors,  as  the  true  comers ;  but  the  corners  of  quarter 
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sections  are  to  be  placed  equi-dlBtant  firom  the  section  comers  ou  the 
same  line.  (Adhering  to  the  decision  in  Walters  v.  Commons.  2 
Porter  38.)— Nolen  v.  Palmer,  39J 

ii.  When  the  course  of  a  rumiing:  stream  through  a  fractional  section  pi-e- 
vents  the  sub-division  of  the  quarter  sections  into  eighty  acre  tracts, 
under  the  act  of  Congress  of  April  24.  1820,  the  sub-division  of  a 
quarter  section  by  the  United  States*  surveyor  into  two  tract*  divided 
by  the  stream,  is  not  in  contravention  of  the  act.— Stein  v.  Ashby,      623 

3.  Certain  boundaries  are  of  moi*e  importance  than  quantity  in  desdgna- 
ting  lands.  Therefore,  \vhei*e  a  patent  calls  for  a  sub- division  of  a 
fractional  quarter  section,  dewiribed  as  lying  north  of  a  certain  creek 
and  containing  a  speciGed  number  of  acres,  it  embraces  all  the  land 
in  the  sub-division  north  ot  the  creek,  although  the  actual  number  of 
acres  exceeds  the  mmiber  specified  in  the  patent.  52x 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 

1.  Whether  the  statute  requiring  the  revival  of  a  judgment  by  a  $cire 
facias^  when  no  execution  was  issued  within  a  year  and  a  day  after  its 
rendition  (Clay's  Digest  206  §  28),  applies  to  a  decree  in  chancery  for 
the  abatement  of  a  public  nuisance,  on  information  filed  in  the  name 
of  the  State  at  the  relation  of  certain  citizens,  qi^ere  ?  But  if  it 
does  apply,  its  only  effect  is,  to  compel  the  jMurty  seeking  to  enforce 
the  decree  to  proceed  by  bill  of  revivor  or  scire  facias. — State,  ex  rel. 
Wai'ing,  V.  Mayor,  &c.,  of  Mobile,  701 

SHERIFFS  AND  CONSTABLES. 

1.  An  order  of  court  directing  the  sheri£f  to  "■*  proceed  to  sell'*  certain 
property  in  his  hands,  which  he  had  attached,  and  **  pay  the  pro- 
ceeds into  court,"  is  a  sufficient  authority  to  him  to  make  the  sale, 
without  any  process  or  copy  of  the  order  ft'om  the  clerk. — MiUard's 
Adm'r  v.  Hall,  210 

2.  A  justice  of  the  peace  has  authority,  in  cases  of  emergency,  to  ap- 
point a  special  constable  (Code  §712);  and  he  must  himself  judge  of 
such  emergency. — Noles  v.  The  State,  672 

8.  A  warrant,  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  if  it  shows  on  its  fiice  that 
the  justice  had  no  authority  to  issue  it,  is  no  protection  to  the  oflBcer 
executing  it,  but  he  may  be  treated  as  a  trespasser.  672 

4.  An  affidavit,  by  a  married  woman,  that  "  she  is  afraid  her  husband 

will  beat,  wound,  maim  or  kill  her,  or  do  her  some  bodily  hurt,''  is 
not  sufficient  to  authorize  the  arrest  of  the  husband  (Code  §  §  SSiO, 
3341) ;  and  if  the  warrant  of  the  justice  appears  on  its  face  to  be 
predicated  on  such  an  affidavit,  it  is  void,  and  furnishes  no  protection 
to  the  officer  executing  it.  672 

SLANDER. 

1.  In  an  action  of  slander  for  words  spoken  charging  plaintiff  wit4i  the 
crime  of  arson,  the  words  laid  were  :  "  I  next  morning  saw  a  track 
going  to,  and  returning  from  the  house.  The  toes  turne^  in  ;  and  1 
know  of  but  one  man  who  owes  me  enmity  enough  to  do  such  a  thing, 
and  you  know  whom  I  mean,  B.  D.''  (plaintiff) :  Uefd,  that  the  words 
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were  not,  of  themselves,  octionable ;  and,  as  there  was  no  averment 
of  any  matter  of  fact  tending  to  identity  the  plaintiff  as  the  person 
who  made  the  tracks,  the  coont  was  demurrable.— Robinson  v.  Drum- 
mond,  174 

2.  When  justification  and  the  general  issue  are  pleaded  to  an  action  of 
dander,  if  defendant  fails  to  establish  the  former  plea,  it  may  be  con- 
sidered by  the  jury  in  aggravation  of  damages.  174 

3.  In  an  action  of  slander,  the  defendant  may  show,  in  mitigation  of 
damages,  that  he  was  incited  and  provoked  to  the  utterance  of  the 
slanderous  words,  by  some  act  or  declaration  of  the  plaintiff,  con- 
temporaneous with  ttie  speaking  of  the  slander,  or  nearly  concurrent 
therewith  ;  but  to  render  such  act  or  declaration  of  the  plaintiff  ad- 
missible in  evidence,  it  must  be  shown  to  have  been  the  immediate 
and  proximate  cause  or  provocation  of  the  slanderous  words :  it  is  not 
sufficient,  to  show  that  it  occurred,  and  vns  communicated  to  the  de- 
fendant, before  the  speaking  of  the  slanderous  worda— Moore  v. 
Clay,  236 

4.  In  slander  for  words  spoken  which  are  actionable  in  themselves,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  aver  in  the  declaration  the  name  of  the  person  to 
whom,  or  in  whose  presence,  they  were  spoken. — Ware  v.  Cartledge,      622 

6.  Evidence  of  the  defendant's  wealth  is  not  admissible  for  the  plaintiff 
io  an  action  of  slander.  622 

6.  Where  the  words  spoken  impute  to  plaintiff  (an  unmarried  female)  a 

want  of  chastity,  evidence  of  other  acts  and  words  on  the  part  of  de- 
fendant, committed  and  spoken  subsequent  to  the  speaking  of  the 
words  charged,  but  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  implying  a 
want  of  chastity  on  the  part  of  plaintiff,  and  indicating  a  desire  to 
harrasB,  insult  and  degrade  her,  but  not  forming  of  themselves  a  sep- 
arate cause  of  action,^are  admissible  for  plaintiff  to  show  malice.         622 

7.  An  infant  cannot  appoint  an  agent,  nor  make  any  binding  oontraot 
in  relation  to  tho  compromise  of  slanderous  words  spoken  of  him,  if, 

on  coming  of  full  age,  he  think  proper  to  disavow  and  annul  it.      622 

8.  in  slander  for  words  spoken,  the  words  charged,  which  were  alleged  to 
have  been  spoken  of  and  concerning  plaintiff,  and  of  and  conoOTniBg 
his  trade  and  occupation  as  clerk  for  the  firm  of  defendant  and  his 
partner,  were  as  follows :  *'  Your  man  (plaintiff)  is  plotting  to  blow 
me  (defendant)  and  the  concern  (the  firm)  up,  and  I  believe  you  have 
a  hand  in  it  :^*  Heldt  that  the  words  were  actionable,  per  se,  when 
connected  by  the  colloquium  and  innuendo  with  the  plaintiff's  occu- 
pation as  clerk,  without  an  averment  of  special  damage  :  and  that 
they  were  spoken  in  the  present  time,  makes  no  difference.— Ware  v. 
Clowney,  707 

SLAVES. 

1.  In  trespass  for  whipping  a  slave,  a  plea  averring  thai  defendant  only 
punished  said  slave  reasonably  and  moderately,  is  defective  on  de- 
murrer. No  person  has  a  right  to  chastise  a  slave  belonging  to 
another^  without  the  owner's  consent,  unless  the  authority  is  giT«n 
to  him  by  statute ;  and  if  he  acted  under  such  authority,  he  must 
aver  it  in  his  plea.— Towneend  et  al.  v.  Jeffries'  Adm*r,  8tt 

68 
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2.  The  owner  of  certain  elares,  being  about  to  remove  with  them  to 
Illinois  for  the  purpose  of  emancipating  them,  eonyejed  them  by 
abeolute  bill  of  sale  to  another,  and  took  from  him  at  the  same  time 
a  bond,  conditioned  that  he  should  emancipate  them  when  reasona- 
ble compensation  had  been  made  to  him  for  his  trouble  and  expenses 
with  them  :  Held,  that  inasmui5h  as  there  was  nothing  on  the  face 
of  the  bond  requiring  the  obligor  to  emancipate  the  slaves  in  this 
State,  his  undertaking  was  not  void,  but  formed  a  sufficient  consid- 
eration for  the  bill  of  sale.— Prater's  Adm'r  v.  Darby,  496 

3.  The  case  of  Trotter  v.  Blocker  and  Wife,  6  Porter  269,  overruled,  as 
to  the  principle  stated  in  the  first  clause  of  the  fifth  head-note, 
which  asserts  that  the  constitutional  delegation  of  authority  to  the 
Legislature  "  to  pass  laws  to  permit  the  owners  of  slaves  to  emanci- 
pate them,"  "  is  equivalent  to  a  positive  inhibition  of  the  right  of 
the  owner  to  emancipate  them  except  only  under  such  regulations 

as  the  Legislature  may  prescribe.  496 

4.  The  property  of  a  free  negro,  who  dies  intestate,  escheats  to  the  State, 
when  there  are  no  persons  who  can  claim  as  heirs-at-law ;  and  if 
the  State,  by  act  of  the  Legislature,  afterwards  relinquishes  all  its 
rights  to  the  intestate's  children,  born  of  two  female  slaves  with 
whom  he  cohabited,  neither  set  of  children  is  in  a  condition  to  insist 
on  the  necessity  of  an  inquisition  to  vest  title  in  the  State. — Ma- 
linda  and  Sarah  v.  Gardner,  et  al.,  719 

6.  Slaves  which  have  escheated  to  the  State  may  be  emancipated  by  an 
act  of  the  Legislature,  and  the  validity  of  the  act  can  only  be  ques- 
tioned by  one  who  shows  a  riglit  of  property  in  himself.  719 

SUPREME  COURT. 

1.  The  Sapreme  Court  will  take  original  jurisdiction  of  an  application, 
by  a  member  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  for  a  mandamw 
against  the  Speaker  of  said  House,  to  compel  him  to  certify  to  the 
Comptroller  of  Public  Accounts  the  amount  to  which  the  petitioner 
is  entitled,  as  a  member  of  said  House,  for  mileage  or  per  diem  com- 
pensation.— Ex  parte  Pickett,  **l 

2  The  Supreme  Court  will  not  interfere,  by  mandamus,  or  otheiwise, 
to  compel  the  dissolution  of  an  injunction  on  the  filing  of  an  answer. 
Ex  parte  City  Council  of  Montgomery,  W 

3.  A  certiorari  cannot  be  awarded  to  bring  up  an  amended  record,  un- 
less by  consent,  until  the  amendment  has  been  made  in  the  court 
below.'Townsend  et  al.  v.  Jefiriee*  Adm'r,  329 

4.  A  case  having  been  taken  f^om  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  State  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  the  judgment  was  there  re- 
rersed,  and  the  cause  remanded,  but  the  certificate  of  reversal  did 
not  reaeh  the  former  court  until  after  the  lapse  of  more  than  nine 
y«ani :  Held,  that  this  did  not  operate  a  discontinuance  of  the  cause. 
Doe  ex  dem.  Brown  k  Wife  v.  Clements  &  Hunt,  854 

5.  Assignments  of  error  founded  on '."extraneous  matter  in  the  record, 
which  does  not  pertain  to  the  case  between  the  appellant  and  appel- 
lee* will  be  stricken  out.-— Hagadon  v.  Campbell,  876 
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6.  In  oiTil  cases,  no  errors  will  be  notioed  which  are  not  assigned-— 
Prater's  Adm>  t.  j^arbj,  490 

See  Bills  op  Exckptto^. 

Appeals  and  Writ?  of  Errok' 
Error. 

8URET1E8. 

1.  A  mortgage  given  to  one  surety,  for  his  indemnity  agfainst  a  particular 

debt,  enares  to  the  benefit  of  his  co-sarety ;  and  the  mortgagee  can- 
not apply  the  funds  to  any  other  debt  than  that  specified  in  the  mort- 
gage, to  the  prejudice  of  his  co*  surety. — Steele  v.  Mealing,  285 

2.  If  the  mortgage,  in  such  case,  contains  a  power  of  sale  upon  de&ult 
being  made  in  the  payment  of  the  debt,  and  the  mortgagee,  after  the 
law  day  of  the  deed,  permits  the  property  to  be  levied  on  and  sold 
by  the  sheriff^  under  execution  against  the  mortgagor,  he  is  charge- 
able, at  the  suit  of  his  co-surety,  with  its  value ;  but  the  latter  must 
allege  such  neglect  in  his  bill,  or  he  cannot  charge  the  mortgagee 
with  it.  285 

:\.  The  mortgagor's  cotton  having  been  levied  on,  the  mortgagee  became 
surety  on  the  replevy  bond,  and  the  cotton  was  delivered  to  the  mort- 
gagor, who  shipped  It  to  Mobile,  where  it  was  sold  by  the  conMgnees. 
and  the  proceeds  were  applied  by  them  to  the  part  payment  of  a 
debt  due  to  them  by  the  mortgagor,  on  which  the  mortgagee  was 
surety,  and  which  was  one  of  the  debts  secured  by  the  mortgage  : 
Heldt  tliat  tlic  mortgagee  was  not  entitled  to  a  credit  for  what  he 
was  compelled  to  pay  on  the  replevy  bond,  as  against  his  co-surety 
on  tlie  other  mortgage  debts.  285 

•1.  When  the  mortgagee  repudiates  his  trust,  and  compels  his  co-surety 
to  file  a  bill  against  him  to  establish  it  and  make  him  account,  he  is 
not  entitled,  on  the  taking  of  the  account,  to  commissions  for  selling 
the  property.  285 

5.  When  the  sureliieH  of  a  principal  debtor  are  sued  on  a  note,  their  prin- 
cipal is  not  a  comi>etent  witness  for  them  without  a  release. — Grorrett 
et  al.  V.  HoUoway  &  Malone,  876 

(>.  Under  the  statute  authorhcing  the  discharge  of  the  sureties  of  a  gnar- 
dian  (Clay's  Digest  221  §  fl,  222  §  7),  the  taking  of  a  new  bond  is  a 
jurisdictional  fact,  necessary  to  appear  in  order  to  give  validity  to 
the  diecharge  ;  but  the  existence  of  this  fact  is  to  be  determined  by 
the  judge  to  whom  the  application  is  made,  and  his  decision  is  final 
and  conclusive,  and  cannot  be  contradicted. — Hamner,  adm'r.  v.  Ma- 
ron  et  al.  480 

7.  Therefore,  where  the  sureties  of  a  guardian  of  several  minors  applied 
for  a  discharge  from  further  liability  on  their  bond,  and  a  decree  was 
thereupon  rendered  by  the  court,  in  which  it  was  recited  that  the  guar- 
dian had  given  a  new  bond,  and  ordered  that  the  old  sureties  be  dis- 
charged from  all  further  liability :  Heldf  in  an  action  against  the 
Hureties  on  the  old  bond,  that  the  recital  in  the  decree  was  conclusive 
of  the  fact  that  a  new  bond  had  been  given,  although  the  name  of  the 
minor  for  whose  use  the  suit  was  brought  was  entirely  omitted  from 
the  Mw  boodi  whioh  did  not  therefon  protect  bis  estftte.  480 
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8.  An  execution  cannot  isBae  under  the  statute  (Clay's  Digest  305  §  4<^) 
against  the  suretieB  of  a  guardian,  on  a  decree  of  the  Orphans'  Court, 
against  the  principal,  embracing  some  items  which  accrued  after  their 
discharge.  480 

9.  An  action  at  law  on  their  bond  does  not  lie  against  the  sureties  of  an 
executor,  on  a  decree  against  his  administrator,  rendered  by  the 
Orphans'  Court  on  the  final  settlement  of  his  execut<»8hip,  under  the 

act  of  1645.— Gray  y.  Jenkins,  616 

10.  When  the  property  of  the  surety,  by  his  consent,  is  sold  under  ezeon- 
tion  agaiust  his  principal  (the  surety  not  being  a  party  to  the  judg- 
ment), and  is  bought  in  by  the  principal,  through  an  agent,  and  sent 
back  to  the  surety's  house,  the  principal,  although  he  afterwards  pays 
the  debt  under  which  the  property  is  sold,  cannot  invoke  the  doctrine 

of  estoppel  to  defeat  the  surety's  title.^Pond  v.  Wadsa'orth,  631 

11.  If  the  transaction  was  intended  by  the  principal  and  surety,  both 
being  insolvent  at  the  time,  to  hinder  and  delay  the  creditors  of  the 
surety,  the  agent  who  became  the  purchaser  would  hold  the  property 
against  both  parties,  and  might  dispose  of  it  as  he  pleased ;  if  he  did 
not  participate  in  the  fraud,  but  acted  in  good  laith  as  agent  of  flie 
principal,  the  agreement  being  a  fraud  on  the  surety's  creditors,  the 
principal's  title  would  prevail  against  the  surety ;  and  the  fact  that 
the  latter  afterwards  acquired  the  possession,  would  not  prevent  a 
recovery  by  the  principal,  in  the  absence  of  all  proof  that  he  acquired 
it  under  a  contract  with  the  principal ;  the  maxim  *'  in  pari  deiieto 

potior  est  conditio  poandentis,*^  does  not  apply  in  such  case.  531 

12.  The  act  of  the  agent,  in  sending  the  property  back  to  the  surety's 
house,  where  the  principal  also  lived,  if  intended  as  a  delivery  to 
the  priocipal,  would  vest  the  title  in  him  by  the  delivery,  and  nothing 
could  pass  by  a  subsequent  bill  of  sale  to  his  administrator  in  trust 
for  his  estate ;  but  the  acceptance  of  such  a  bill  of  sale  by  the  admin- 
istrator would  not  preclude  him  from  deducing  title  through  his  intes- 
tate under  the  previous  sale  consummated  by  deliveiy.  631 

13.  One  of  the  debts  secured  by  a  deed  of  trust  was  described  as  a  bal- 
ance paid  by  the  beneficiaiy  on  a  certain  note  on  which  he  was 
surety  for  the  grantor,  while  the  evidence  showed  that  the  debt  was 
|NUd,  in  part,  with  the  notes  of  a  third  person  borrowed  by  the  gran- 
tor, in  payment  of  which  he  gave  his  bond,  with  the  beneficiary  as  his 
surety, — ^that  the  grantor  was  insolvent, — ^tbat  the  loan  was  made  on 
the  credit  of  the  beneficiary,  and  that  the  latter  had  paid  a  portion 
of  the  note,  and  had  given  his  individual  security  for  the  balance : 
Heldf  that  it  was  competent  for  the  parties,  as  between  themselves,  to 
change  their  relations  to  each  other  on  the  debt,  and  to  treat  it  as  the 
debt  of  the  surety ;  and  that  their  relation  to  each  other  with  respect 
to  the  debt  did  not  affect  the  question  of  fraud  in  the  execution  of  the 
deed.— Ala.  Life  Insurance  &  Trust  Go.  v.  Pettway,  544 

TAXATION. 

1.  Where  lands  are  sold  for  taxes  under  the  act  of  1848  (Pamphlet 
Acts  1847-8,  21),  the  omission  to  observe  all  the  requisitions  of 
fheiUtutiiUtotba  adTtriisemsnt  fto.>  lalktaltoihi  pQiehaatt'i 
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tiUe,  although  his  deed  tomj  oontein  all  the  recitals  enumerated  in 
the  sixty-serenth  aeotion  of  the  act. — Elliot  t.  Doe  ez  dem.  Eddine,  606 

2.  The  eontract  between  the  corporate  authoritiee  of  Mobile  and  Albert 
Stein,  by  which  the  latter  became  the  leasee  and  proprietor  of  the 
City  Water  Works  for  the  term  of  twenty  yean,  doos  not  eacempt  his 
interest  in  said  water  works  fh»m  taxation  by  the  city,  inasmaoh  as 
the  contract  contains  no  stipulation  for  such  exemption.  (Re-affirm- 
ing Stein  T.  The  Mayor  &c.  of  Mobile,  17  Ala.  284).-- Stein  t.  The 
Mayor  &c.  of  Mobile,  691 

8.  The  only  legifcimate  object  of  taxation  is,  the  support  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  goTornment ;  but  this  does  not  mean  the  expenses  in- 
curred by  the  mere  machinery  necessarily  employed  in  its  adminis- 
tration and  conduct :  the  power  extends  to  the  omployment  of  all 
those  means  and  appliances  which  are  ordinarily  adopted,  or  which 
may  be  calculated,  to  doTolop  the  resources  of  the  State,  and  add  to 
the  aggregate  wealth  and  prosperity  of  her  citizens ;  such,  for  exam- 
ple, as  proTiding  outlets  for  commerce,  opening  up  channels  of  inter- 
communication between  different  parts  of  the  State,  improving  the 
social,  moral  and  physical  condition  of  her  people  by  wholesome 
police  regulations,  and  by  a  Judicious  system  of  public  instruction, 
as  also  for  the  protection,  security  and  perpetuity  of  her  goTcm- 
ment  and  Institutions.  691 

4.  The  power  to  leyy  a  tax  for  local  purposes  may  be  delegated  by  the 
Legislature  to  a  municipal  corporation  ;  it  is  no  objection  to  an  act 
delegating  such  power,  that  it  requires  the  assent  of  three-fifths 
of  the  tax-payers  to  be  obtained  before  the  tax  is  leyied ;  and  the 
£Mt  that  the  railroad,  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  which  the  tax 
is  imposed,  extends  beyond  the  limits  of  the  city,  or  even  of  the 
State,  does  not  render  it  less  local,  or  in  any  way  affect  the  validity 
of  the  statute  or  of  the  tax.  691 

6.  The  acts  of  January  5, 1860,  and  December  20, 1861,  authorixing  the 
corporate  authorities  of  the  City  of  Mobile  to  levy  a  tax  on  the 
owners  of  real  estate  within  the  limits  of  the  city,  to  aid  in  the 
construction  of  the  Mobile  and  Ohio  Railroad,  are  not  unconstitu- 
tional. 691 

6.  The  City  Water  Works  of  Mobile  are  taxable  as  real  eatate  by  the 
corporate  authorities  of  the  city ;  and  a  leasee  who  holds  nnde^  a 
contract  with  the  corporation,  by  which  he  acquires  all  their  cor- 
porate rights  and  privileges  in  the  water  works  for  the  term  of 
twenty  years,  and  in  perpetuity  if  not  then  redeemed  by  the  city,  is 
liable  for  the  tax  assessed  against  said  water  works.  691 

TREASURER,  STATE. 

1.  The  amendment  of  the  constitution,  submitted  to  the  vote  of  the 
people  by  the  General  Assembly  of  1844-^,  proposing  biennial  (in- 
stead of  annual)  elections  of  the  State  Treasurer  and  Comptroller, 
not  having  been  properly  ratified  at  the  next  session  of  the  General 
Assembly,  those  officers  hold  their  offices  for  the  term  of  one  year 
only.— Collier,  Governor  fto.,  v.  Frieraon  et  al.,  100 
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TRESPASS. 

1.  In  a  plea  in  abatement,  form  is  substance;  and  therefore,  in  tres- 
pass, a  plea  in  abatement  defending  "  the  vn-ong  and  injury,"  in- 
stead of  **  the  force  and  injary,**  is  bad  on  demurrer. —Townsend 

et  al.  T.  Jeffries'  Administrator,  829 

2.  In  trespass  for  whipping  a  slare,  a  plea  averring  that  defendant 
only  punished  said  slave  reasonably  and  moderately,  is  defeotive  on 
demurrer.  No  person  has  a  right  to  chastise  a  slave  belonging  to  an- 
other, without  the  owner's  consent,  unless  the  authority  is  given  to 
him  by  the  statute :  and  if  he  acted  under  such  authority,  he  must 
aver  it  in  his  plea.  S29 

8.  One  who  is  in  possession  of  lands  under  a  deed  purporting  to  convey 
them  to  him,  especially  when  livery  of  seizin  accompanied  the  deliv- 
ery of  the  deed,  has  color  of  title,  and  may,  when  sued  in  trespass 
by  a  patentee  from  the  United  States,  contest  the  validity  of  plain- 
tiff's patent. — Saltmarsh  et  al.  v.  Crommelin,  847 

TEOVBR. 

1.  If  a  slave  is  hired  for  a  particular  service,  and  is  afterwards  em- 
ployed in  a  different  one,  this  is  a  conversion  for  which  the  owner 
may  bring  trover,  and  recover  the  value  of  the^slave  with  interest 
from  the  time  of  conversion ;  but  if,  with  full  knowledge  of  the 
conversion  before  the  expiration  of  the  term,  he  receives  the  stip- 
ulated hire  for  the  entire  term,  he  is  estopped  from  afterwards 
bringing  trover. — ^Moseley  v.  Wilkinson,  411 

2.  A  widow  may  maintain  trover  for  personal  property  belonging  to 
the  estate  of  her  deceased  husband  of  which  she  hod  posoession  sev- 
eral years  after  his  death,  when  no  letters  of  administration  have 
been  gi*anted  on  his  estate. — Brown  v.  Beason,  466 

8.  In  trover,  where  there  has  been  a  wrongful  assumption  of  property 
by  defendant,  which,  of  itself,  is  a  conversion,  no  demand  is  necessa- 
sary  before  suit  brought.  466 

TRUSTEES  AND  CESTUIS  QUE  TRUST. 

1.  A  trustee  in  a  deed,  who  is  also  the  principal  beneficiary,  may 
come  into  equity,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  other  beneficiaries  of 
the  deed,  to  prevent  a  sale  of  the  property  under  esecntions  and 
attachments  at  law,  to  foreclose  the  deed,  and  to  settle  the  con- 
flicting liens.  Such  a  bill  is  properly  filed,  not  only  as  preventing  a 
multiplicity  of  suits,  and  reiiioving  a  cloud  upon  the  title  to  the 
property,  but  also  upon  the  well  settled  ground  tiiat  a  mortgagee, 
although  he  has  a  power  of  sale,  may  foreclose  in  equity. — Alabama 
Life  Insurance  and  Trust  Company  v.  Pettway,  544 

2.  Where  an  executor,  by  an  arrangement  with  the  creiiitors  of  the 
estate,  obtained  indulgence  on  the  debts,  which  enabled  him  to 
purchase  some  of  the  property,  at  a  sale  under  an  order  of  the 
Chancery  Court,  which  was  had  by  consent,  he  was  held  to  have 
purchased  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  and  not  for  himself  individu- 
ally ;  there  being,  also,  some  evidence  of  his  declarations  or  admis- 
sions, at  the  time  of  the  sale,  that  he  was  purchasing  for  the  estate. 
Montgomery  T.  GiTban  et  al..  668 
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vekdor  and  vendee. 

1.  The  aasignee  or  endorsee  of  a  note  g^ven  for  the  purchase  money  of 
land,  cannot  stand  in  a  higher  or  better  position  than  the  original 
payee  or  vendor  occupied.~Co8ter'8  Ex'ra  v.  Bank  of  Ga.  et  al.,  37 

2.  When  lands  are  purchased  by  a  partnership  from  one  of  its  members, 
who  pledges  his  entire  interest  in  the  company  to  indemnify  it  against 
any  loss  which  it  might  sustain  in  the  purchase,  and  guaranties  that 
the  land  can  be  re-sold  within  five  years  for  at  least  the  amount  of  the 
purchase  money,  and  the  lands  remain  unsold  after  the  expiration  of 
the  five  years,  an  assignee  of  the  notes  given  for  the  purchase  money 
cannot  assert  a  vendor's  lien,  as  against  a  member  of  the  company  who 
bad  guarantied  their  payment,  and  had  paid  a  part  of  them.  37 

3.  Nor  can  an  assignee  of  the  notes  assert  a  vendor's  lien  as  against  a 
remote  assignee  of  the  vendor*s  interest  in  the  company,  who  pur- 
chased bona  fide  J  for  valuable  consideration,  without  notice  of  any 
such  outstanding  claim  or  equity.  37 

4.  The  vendor,  being  a  member  of  the  company,  cannot  assert  a  vendor's 
lien,  as  against  subsequent  creditors,  or  purchasers,  without  prov- 
ing that  they  advanced  their  money  with  notice  of  his  lien.  87 

5.  A  deed  which  is  void  as  to  third  persons  on  account  of  an  adverse 
holding,  is  nevertheless  valid  and  binding  as  between  the  parties 
themselves  ;  and  the  fact  that  the  vendee  was  in  possession,  as  tenant 
of  the  adverse  holder,  does  not  affect  the  principle.— Abernathy  v. 
Boazman,  189 

6.  In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  covenant  of  title,  evidence  that  the 
vendee  himself  was  in  possession,  as  tenant  of  an  adverse  holder,  at 
the  time  his  deed  was  executed,  is  not  admissible  for  the  vendor  : 
tlic  fact  that  both  parties  knew  of  the  adverse  holding,  and  that 
there  was  no  fraud,  does  not  relieve  the  vendor  f^om  the  liability 

to  make  good  his  covenant.  189 

7.  The  retention  of  possession  by  the  vendor  of  a  chattel,  if  unexplain- 
ed, is  only  prima  facie  evidence  of  fraud,  as  against  creditors,  and 
may  be  explained  ;  and  if  the  transaction  is  bona  fide  throughout, 
and  such  retention  of  possession  is  consistent  with  good  faith  and 
the  absolute  disposition  of  the  property,  the  title  passes  by  the  con- 
tract of  sale.— Millard's  Adm'rs  v.  Hall,  210 

8.  When  tha  facts  in  evidence  show  a  sufficient  explanation  of  the 

vendor's  retention  of  possession,  the  party  alleging  fraud  cannot 
complain  on  error  that  the  court  referred  to  tho  jury  the  question  of 
their  sufficiency.  As  to  what  is  a  sufficient  explanation  of  the  ven- 
dor's retention  of  possession.  ,  210 

9.  A  bond  for  title,  given  by  an  infant,  is  not  absolutely  veid,  but 

voidable  only. — Weaver  v.  Jones,  420 

10.  If  an  infant  disaffirm  his  contract  of  sale  on  arriving  at  full  age, 
and  sue  his  vendee  for  use  and  occupation,  the  latter  may  recoup  for 
valuable  improvements  erected  on  the  land.  420 

11.  A  vendee  may  come  into  equity,  to  enjoin  a  judgment  at  law  on  the 
notes  given  for  the  purchase  money,  upon  alleging  the  vendor's 
fraudulent  representations  of  title  in  himself,  a  breach  of  his  war- 
ranty of  title,  and  the  insolvency  of  his  estate.— Walton,  adrn'r,  v. 
Bonham»  518 
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12.  A  deed  made  to  hinder,  delay  and  defraud  creditors,  can  only  be 
declared  roid  when  attacked  for  the  frand ;  neither  the  grantor 
himself,  nor  his  administrator,  can  set  up  the  fraud  against  a  subse- 
quent purchaser  from  him,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  a  good 
title  passed  notwithstanding  the  deed,  and  thus  preventing  the 
purchaser  from  enjoining  a  judgment  at  law  on  the  notes  given  for 
the  purchase  money.  618 

13.  Where  the  rendee  is  allowed  until  the  end  of  the  year  to  determine 
whether  a  conditional  sale  shall  become  absolute,  he  may  make  his 
election  at  any  time  before  the  expiration  of  the  year,  and  is  net 
confined  to  the  last  day  of  the  year  only. — ^Reese  t.  Beck,  ex'r,  &c.,  651 

WAREHOUSE-MEN. 

1.  A  want  of  ordinary  care,  in  one  particular,  on  the  part  of  a  ware- 
house-man, does  not  render  him  responsible  for  a  loss  occasioned  by 
other  causes  not  connected  with  that  particular. — Gibson  v.  Hatchett 
&  Brother,  201 

WARRANTY. 

1.  In  assumpsit  for  a  breach  of  warranty  of  the  soundness  of  a  slaye, 
the  court  charged  the  jury,  **  that,  if  defendant  made  any  false  and 
fraudulent  representations  to  plaintiff,  they  would  be  considered 
by  the  jury,  with  the  other  oTidence  in  the  cause,  for  the  purpose 
of  determiniog  whether  there  was  a  warranty,  a  breach  of  the 
warranty,  and  the  amount  of  plaintiff's  damages  for  breach  of  the 
warranty  ;  but  for  that  purpose  only,  and  not  as  a  ground  of  re- 
coveri/"  :  Held,  that  the  charge  was  erroneous,  as  it  asserted  the 
proposition,  that  such  declarations,  although  they  might  have 
amounted  to  a  warranty,  would  not  constitute  a  ground  of  recoyery. 

— Steyenson  y.  Reayes,  425 

2.  A  written  contract  of  sale,  containing  a  warranty  of  soundness,  is 
the  highest  and  best  eyidence  of  that  warranty,  and  as  such  admis- 
sible to  proye  it,  in  assumpsit  for  its  breach,  although  the  consid- 
eration averred  in  the  declaration  is  a  certain  sum  of  money,  while 
that  expressed  in  the  written  contract  is  defendant's  acceptance  for 
that  sum. — Brown  y.  Jones,  468 

8.  In  assumpsit  for  breach  of  warranty  of  the  soundness  of  a  horse, 
which  became  blind  within  a  month  after  the  sale,  a  charge  bosed 
upon  the  condition  of  his  eyes  at  the  time  of  sale,  is  abstract,  when 
the  only  evidence  before  the  jury  relates  to  their  condition  a  month 
previous  to  that  time.  468 

WATER-COURSES. 

1.  A  legislative  grant  to  an  incorporated  company,  conferring  upon 
them  **  the  exclusive  right  and  privilege  of  conducting  and  bring- 
ing water  for  the  term  of  forty  years,"  gives  them  no  right  to  divert 
the  water  of  a  running  stream,  to  the  injury  of  the  riparian  pro- 
prietors, without  making  compensation.— Stein  v.  Burden,  180 

2.  An  act  authorizing  the  lessee  of  certain  city  water  works  to  sue  out 
a  wiit  of  ad  quod  damnum,  to  ascertain  the  damage  sustained  by 
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riparian  proprietors  from  his  diversion  of  the  water  of  a  running 
stream,  doe's  not  deprive  a  riparian  proprietor  of  his  common  law 
aotion  for  damages,  on  the  lessee's  failure  to  sue  out  the  writ.         .   180 

8.  A  municipal  corporation,  owning  lands  on  a  water-course  from  three 
to  five  miles  distant  from  the  city,  has  no  right  to  divert  the  water 
from  the  stream,  to  the  injury  of  the  other  riparian  proprietors,  in 
smfficient  quantities  to  supply  tlie  domestic  wants  of  its  inhabitants.  180 

4.  Actual  possession  under  claim  of  title  is  sufficient  to  sustain  an 
action  on  the  case  for  diverting  water  from  a  mill ;  and  therefore 
evidence  showing  that  plaintiff  had  no  title  to  the  land  on  which  the 
mill  was  situated,  is  inadmissible.  ISO 

6.  A  riparian  proprietor  is  entitled  to  nominal  damages  for  a  diversion 
of  the  water  from  his  mill,  without  any  proof  of  actual  damage.       .  180 

6.  The  unifbi^m  and  uninterrupted  diversion  of  water  from  a  running 
stream  fbr  a  period  of  twenty  years,  gives  a  title  by  prescription :  it 
is  not  necessary  that  the  water  should  be  used  in  precisely  the  same 
manner,  er  applied  in  the  same  way  ;  but  no  change  is  allowed  which 
would  "be  injurious  to  those  whose  interests  are  involved.  180 

7.  The  use  of  the  Water  of  a  running  stream  for  nine  years  confers  no 

right.--8t«in  v.  Ashby,  621 

8.  When  the  oourte  of  a  ruttniiig  stream  through  a  fHietional  section 
ptODentBthoBiib-diviBionof  the  quarter  sections  into  eighty  acre 
tnwts,  nnder  the  act  of  Congress  of  April  24, 1820,  the  suli-division 
of  a  qvaorter  section  by  the  United  States*  surveyor  into  two  tracts 
divided  by  the  stream,  is  net  in  contravention  of  the  act  521 

9.  Stain  r.  Bardeni  p.  180,  re-affirmed  as  to  the  principles  asserted  In 
the  first,  thivd,  seventh  and  eighth  head-notes  —Stein  t.  Aiihby,       521 

WILLS. 

1.  An  instrument,  in  form  a  deed,  containing  a  clause  of  warranty^ 
attettedby  two  witnesses,  and  conveying  realty  and  peirsQnalty  by  , 
the  words  "  at  my  death  I  do  hereby  give  aiM^  grant  unto  my  son," 
held  a  deed,  and  not  a  will ;  the  evidence  showing  that  it  was 
delivered  to  the  grantee,  who  was  a  cripple,  on  the  day  of  its  date, 
and  that  it  was  intended  as  a  present  provision  for  him»  to  indnce 
him  to  continue  to  live  with  the  grantor,  his  mother. — Goading  v. 
GoMing^s  Administrator,  122 

2.  Fraud  or  undue  influence  in  procuring  one  legacy,  does  not  invali- 
date other  legacies  which  are  the  result  of  the  free  will  of  the  tes- 
tator; but  if  the  fraud  or  undue  influence  affects  the  whole  will,  , 
though  exercised  by  one  legatee  only,  the  whole  will  is  void. — 
Flovey*«  Executor  v.  Florey,  241 

8.  An  insane  delurfon,  existing  in  the  testator's  mind  at  the  time  of  the 
exeontisii  of  his  will,  as  to  the  principal  legatee  being  his  son,  ren- 
deift  tiM  will  void,  if  it  is  the  offspring  of  that  insane  delusion.  241 

4.  Where  the  principal  legatee,  who  was  bom  in  lawfVil  wedlock,  two 
or  three  yebrs  «fter  bis  mother's  marriage  with  the  testator,  bears 
the  peeQliMr^  dietSnetive  marks  of  the  negro,  while  his  mother  and 
the  teetatdr  were  wiiite  persons  of  fair  complexion,  the  testator^s 
bel^  thettlie  legatee  wm  Mb  son,  Is  admissible  evidtnce  for  die  pur* 
pose  of  showing  mental  delusion  oa  this  particular  sutject.  241 
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5.  A  iestntor  bequeathed  to  his  brother  one-sixth  part  of  the  net  pro- 
ceeds of  his  estate,  **  to  him  and  his  heirs  forever** ;  one-sixth  to  one 
of  his  sisters,  "  to  her  and  her  heirs  forever" ;  one-sixth  to  the 
only  daughter  of  a  deceased  sister,  *^  to  her  and  her  heirs  for- 
ever" ;  one-sixth  to  the  five  children  of  another  deceased  sister,  <*  to 
them  and  their  children  forever"  ;  one- sixth  to  another  sister,  "  to 
her  and  her  bodily  heirs  forever"  ;  and  one-sixth  to  the  five  children 
of  his  brother  by  his  first  wife,  **  to  them  and  their  heirs  forever" ; 
and  the  residue  "was  "  to  be  equally  divided  between  my  (his)  heirs 
heretofore  named  in  the  six  separate  divisions'' :  Held,  that  the 
legacies  to  the  two  sisters  and  brothers,  they  having  died  before  the 
testator,  lapsed,  and  went  to  the  next  of  kin  under  the  statute  of 
distribution. — Bendall's  Distributees  v.  BendaU's  Administrator,      296. 

6.  A  will  contained  this  clause  :  '*  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  half-sister 
Adeline  (then  unmarried)  all  my  property,  of  whatever  kind  or  de- 
scription, provided  she  shall  survive  me,  under  the  following  condi- 
tions ;  should  she  marry,  and  have  lawful  issue,  then  said  property 
to  go  to  her  and  her  heirs ;  but,  in  case  my  said  half-sister  should 
die  without  any  lawful  issue,  then,  and  in  that  case,  it  is  my  will, 
that    all  my  property   should    go  from  my   said  half-aieter   to 

H.,  son  of  J.  H.,  now  living  in  Greenville  Co.,  Va.,  to  whom  I 

give  and  bequeath  all  my  property,  incase  of  the  death  of  my  said 
half-sister  without  lawful  issue,  as  above  mentioned" :  Btld^  that 

the  limitation  to  • H.  was  not  too  remote,  but  that  he  took  a 

vested  interest  in  the  property,  on  the  death  of  the  testator,  enbjeot 
to  be  defeated  by  the  performance  of  the  conditions  annexed  to  the 
bequest  to  said  Adeline ;  that  said  Adeline's  estate  became  abaolnte 
on  her  marriage  and  birth  of  lawful  issue,  and  that  her  husband,  on 
the  birth  of  such  issue,  might  alienate  the  entire  property. — Isbell 
y.Maelinetal.,  315 

7.  When  no  provision  is  made  for  the  wife  by  her  husband's  will,  she 
may  claim  the  proTislon  which  the  law  makes  for  her,  without  dis- 
senting Arom  the  will  as  prescribed  by  the  act  of  1812  (Clay's  Digest 
172  §  8).— Turner  t.  Cole,  364 

8.  A  testator  bequeathed  his  slaves  to  his  widow  and  five  living  chil- 
dren, with  specific  instructions  as  to  their  partition,  and  died  intes- 
tate as  to  the  residue  of  his  personal  property  and  all  of  his  real 
estate;  the,  seventh  clause  of  his  will  provided,  that,  if  a  certain 
child  of  a  deceased  son  should  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
then  the  testator^s  widow  and  children  should  make,  with  what  his 
guardian  had  paid  him,  an  equivalent  to  their  own  shares  at  the 
time  of  division;'  and  the  eighth  clause  directed,  <  tJiat  all  of  his 
heirs  who  had  received  advancements  should  render  in  the  amount, 
in  valuation,  at  the  time  of  the  division,  to  be  considered  bo  suioh 
of  their  shares  of  the  estate' :  Held,  that  the  testator's  said  grand- 
son, whose  father  had  received  an  advancement,  was  enlHlcd  to  a 
distributive  share  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  unbequeathed,  on 
his  accounting  for  the  advancement  to  his  father,  and  that  the  lega- 
tees of  the  slaves  were  booad  to  ooatributt  &om  their  Ugukm,  oa 
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hisarriyal  at  the  age  of  twenty  one  years,  so  much  as  would  make 
his  entire  estate  equal  to  their  respective  portions. — ^Wlieot  v. 
Wheat*!  Executors,  429 

9.  The  statute  authorizing  the  summoning  of  a  jury  to  try  sny  ques- 
tion of  ftict  touching  the  validity  of  a  will  (Clay's  Dig.  304,  §  85), 
vests  in  the  court  trying  the  issue  a  more  enlarged  discretion  than 
is  ordinarily  exercised  by  courts  in  trying  issues  in  civil  causes. — 

Ex  parte  Henry,  638 

10.  The  statute  requiring  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  will  to  sign  it  in 
the  presence  of  the  testator,  applies  only  to  devises,  and  has  no  ap- 
plication to  bequests ;  and  thcrefbre  a  will  containing  an  attesta- 
tion clause,  btit  not  attested,  thottgh  Void  as  to  the  realty,  may  be 
good  as  to  the  personalty,  if  it  was  really  intended  by  the  testator  to 
operate  as  his  will  irrespective  of  the  attestation.  683 

11.  Where  a  will  of  real  and  personal  property,  though  containing  an 
attestation  clause,  is  not  attested,  the  presumption  is.  that  it  is  in- 
compliete  and  is  not  the  will  of  the  t^tator ;  but  this  presumption  is 
slight,  and  may  be  rebutted  by  slight  circumstances ;  as  if  the  tes- 
tator was  prevented  fVom  finishing  it  by  the  net  of  God,  or  if  he  in- 
tended it  to  operate  in  its  present  form.  038 

12.  The  validity  of  a  will  of  realty  and  personalty  was  contested  on 
three  grounds,  viz.,  because  it  was  not  signed  by  the  sub-^cribing 
witnesses  in  the  presence  of  the  testator;  because  the  testator,  nt 
the  time  of  its  execution,  wa.s  of  unsound  mind  and  memory  ;  and 
because  it  was  procured  by  ftaud  and  undue  influence  on  the  part 
of  the  testator's  wife  ;  the  jury  having  returned  a  verdict  finding 
H  invalid  generally,  the  court,  on  motion  of  tlic  contestant,  in- 
quired on  what  their  verdict  was  predicated,  to  which  one  of  their 
number  replied,  *' principally  on  the  ground  that  it  wa}<  not  signed 
by  the  witnesses  in  the  presence  of  the  testator  ;'*  and  the  court 
then  ordered  them  to  retire  and  find  another  verdict  :  HeMy  that 
the  contestant  could  not  have  a  mnndamuitfor  judgment  on  Ibis  first 
verdict.  (\*^h 

13.  Where  a  verdict,  finding  the  will  invatid.  is  rejeeted  by  the  court  on 
the  motion  of  the  contestant  liimHelf,  he  oiinuot  nftm'wardH  have  a 
mandamu»  for  judgnivnt  <m  it.  A38 

14.  Wh«re  the  jury  return  a  gene**al  venlict  finding  the  will  invalid,  but 
state  to  the  court  that  their  verdict  is  not  prodieativl  on  miy  nne  of 
the  grounds  of  content,  and  that  they  cannot  adorer  ii]»<^n  any  one  of 
them,  their  verdict  may  be  lejectiK).  ((gs 

15.  Where  conditional  words  are  used  in  a  wlU,  which,  if  unexplained, 
would  prewnt  the  vetting  oi  a  legacy,  Kuch  wwds  wiW  not  be  al- 
lowed to  defeat  the  intention  of  the  testator,  when  apparent  fk-om 
other  portions  of  the  will,  that  tfa«  legacy  should  veet  immediately : 
and  where  an  abaolute  property  is  bequeathed  to  one  ni  a  certain 
period  in  future,  and  the  whole  of  the  intermediate  intp.rpst  isgivon 
to  another,  the  legatee  of  tlie  absolute  property  takef^  a  vested  in* 
terest.<^NizfnBi  v«  Robbitia,  ex'r,  &e. ,  663 

16.  Wheraa  testeter  bequeathed  eert»in  slaves  to  hi:^  daughter,  '« dnriug 
her  ttatvml  lifti  with  tUi  pr^viw .  that  if  hfr  ton  Thomas,  mm 
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an ivfanip9ho%dd lu?c tobt  twpUy-fne ytar$ ^f%%tr  Ul.e^ J19 gftfie. 
throe  of  said  ntgroef  to  his  said  grandson,  "  to  him  an^  to  his  ^cm 
foroTor,"  ir  vm»  keld»  that  the  legaojr  to  the  testfttor's^ifpwodson  war. 
oo^tlD^Btrand  did  not  Teat  until  he  orriTed  At  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years.  668 
17.  An  exeoutor^s  assent  to  the  Iqga^y  of  a  life  interest  in  8laTes»  operates 
.    as  an  assent  on  his  part  to  the  legacy  of  a  Tested  remainder  in  them ; 
Imt  .if  the  remainder  is  cgntiiifei&tt  and  the  iifterest  in  the  (loperty 
daring  the  interval  between  the  termination  of  the.  Ufe  estate  and 
the  hai^ning  of  the  pontiageney  on  which  the  remainder  is  to  Test,,, 
is  not  disposed  of  by  tlie  will,  it  must  be  admini8^red  acoprdingly 
by.the  exeeat|Qr,  and  his  assent  to  tb^  legacy  for  life  will  haiye. no. 
,  ^eot  whateTer  on  the  remaindet:.   .     .,..  668 


WITNtiSS. 

1 .  When  detinue  is  broi^ht  Against  a  bailee  of  a  aluTe,  his  bailor  ia  not 
a  coiiapetent  witness  for  him  wiihont  a  release ;  and  the  fact  that 
the  slave  was  hired  for  his  Tict^als  and  clothes  an^>does  not  affect 

.    the  principle.— 'Nelson  t.  Iverson,  9 

2.  In  detinue  for  a  slaire,  the  defendant  introduced  as  a  witness  the 
father  of  l^is  vendor,  who  testi^ed,  that  h^  held  an  order  pn  defen- 
dant from  said  vendor  for  the  balan^  of  the  purchase  moni^,  which 
was  to  be  paid  at  the  termination  of  the  suit,  and  that  siud  Ten4<n^ 
had  given  this  order  as  a  present  to  his  mother,  who  was  the  wife  of 
the  witness :  Held,  that  the  witness  was  incompetent,  fh>m  inter*, 
est,  to  testify  for  defendant. — Slanghter  v.  Cnnningham.,  460 

8.  Where^the  demand  in  suit  is  under  $20,  both  parties  being  compe- 
tent witnesses  for  every  purpose,  it  is  discretionary  with  the  court  to 
permit  plaintiff  to  be  re-examined  for  the  purpose  of  rebutting  the 
testimony  of  one  of  defendant's  witnesses. — Stein  v.  McArdle  & 
Waters,  844 

4.  When  the  sureties  of  a  principal  debtor  are  sued  on  a  note,  their 
principal  ia  not  a  competent  witness  for  thnm  withaut  a  retoaae*--* 
Garrett  et  al.  v.  Holloway  ft  Malone,  876 

5.  h  practical  surveyor,  who  testifies  that  he  ia  HsviUar  with  thapaen-  ^ 
liar  maxks  used  by  the  United  States'  mrveyors  in  their  gomsnmii. 
surveys,  may  give  his  opinion*  as  an  expert*  whether  a  partienlar 
line  was  marked  by  them^-*Srantly  v.  Swift,  4100 

H.  is  trover  for  the  conversion  of  a  slaT««  a  wjinesa  who»  asai^tof 
plaintitE,  broo|j^t  the  slave  to  this  State»  is  cempetent  to  prove  hia 
own  agency ;  and  although  his  testimony  also  tende  to  show  that  the 
slave  was  sold  under  attachment  against  Umaelf,  sned  oat  by  da- 
fendant,  this  does  not  nader  him  inoompetent,  if  there  is  na  tHdenoe 
showing  that  he  consented  to  the  levy  qs  salc-^apier  et  al.  v« 
Bairy,  &11 

7.    Wheseadeed  of  trait  is  attaAked>rfirand»  a  general  ereditor  of  the 
grantor,  whose  debt  is  not  secured  by  the  deed»  to  a^oiayetent  wit- 
aesato  provetheAMui>!clef  of  aayeeoaieddebt,  lathea^hemi^   .. 
haitaBollM^jiemilgr.--^^.  imia$.  ^  Xraet  On.  w.tmtW9j^     .Mi 

o2Bi»    u54      ^a  cuCL 
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